Scoping Summary Report
APPENDIX
Scoping Meeting Materials and Notices

TABLE OF CONTENTS

1.0

2.0

3.0

4.0

MEETING NOTICES

Notice of Intent in Federal Register

Notice of Availability in EQB Monitor

Newspaper Legal Notices

Press Release

Press Clippings

Elected Officials Letter of Invitation and Invitation List
Agency Letter of Invitation and Invitation List

MEETING HANDOUTS
Sign-In Sheets
Agenda

Comment Sheet
Scoping Booklet

WRITTEN COMMENTS

TRANSCRIPTS OF SCOPING MEETINGS

e June 26,2001 St. Paul — Sheraton Midway

e June 26,2001 Interagency — Sheraton Midway

e June 26,2001 St.Paul — Lifetrack Resources Job Search Center
e June 27,2001 Minneapolis — Radisson Metrodome






MEETING NOTICES







Notice of Intent in Federal Register






30262

Federal Register/Vol. 66, No. 108/ Tuesday, June 5, 2001/ Notices

Federal Aviation Regulations (14 CFR
part 158).

DATES: Comments must be received on
or before July 5, 2001.

ADDRESSES: Comments on this
application may be mailed or delivered
in triplicate to the FAA at the following
address: Arthur Winder, Project
Manager, Washington Airports District
Office, 23723 Air Freight Lane, Suite
210, Dulles, VA 22016.

In addition, one copy of any
comments submitted to the FAA must
be mailed or delivered to Bryan O.
Elliott, Director of Aviation, of the
Charlottesville-Albemarle Airport
Authority at the following address:
Charlottesville-Albemarle Airport, 201
Bowen Loop, Charlottesville, Virginia
22901. .

Air carriers and foreign air carriers
may submit copies of written comments
previously provided to the
Charlottesville-Albemarle Airport
Authority under § 158.23 of part 158.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Arthur Winder, Program Manager,
Wahington Airports District Office,
23723 Air Freight Lane, Suite 210,
Dulles, VA 22016, (703) 661-1363. The
application may be reviewed in person
at this same location.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The FAA
proposes to rule and invites public
comment on the application to impose
and use the revenue from a PFC at
Charlottesville-Albemarle Airport under
the provisions of the Aviation Safety
and Capacity Expansion Act of 1990
{Title IX of the Omnibus Budget
Reconciliation Act of 1990) (Pub. L.
101-508) and part 158 of the Federal
Aviation Regulations (14 CFR part 158).

On May 10, 2001, the FAA
determined that the application to
impose and use the revenue from a PFC
submitted by Charlottesville-Albemarle
Airport Authority was substantially
complete within the requirements of
§158.25 of part 158. The FAA will
approve or disapprove the application,
in whole or in part, no later than August
15, 2001.

The following is a brief overview of
the application.

PFC Application No.: 01-14-C-00—
CHO.

Level of the proposed PFC: $3.00.

Proposed charge effective date: July 1,
2004.

Proposed charge expiration date:
January 1, 2005.

Total estimated PFC revenue:
$220,000.

Brief description of proposed
project(s):

Extend Runway 3 Safety Area, Phase Il

(Impose & Use)

PFC Project Administration Fees

(Impose & Use} )
Air Carrier Terminal Refurbishment

(Design) Phase II (Impose & Use)
Acquire Snow Remova{)Bquipment

Carrier Vehicle (Impose & Use}

Class or classes of air carriers which
the public agency has requested not be
required to collect PFCs: Air Taxi/
Commercial Operators filing FAA Form
1800-31 and foreign air carriers.

Any person may inspect the
application in person at the FAA office
listed above under FOR FURTHER
INFORMATION CONTACT and at the FAA
regional Airports Office located at:
Federal Aviation Administration,
Airports Division, AEA-610, 1 Aviation
Plaza, Jamaica, NY 11434—4809.

In addition, any person may, upon
request, inspect the application, notice
and other documents germane to the
application in person at the
Charlottesville-Albemarle Airport.

Issued in Dulles, Va. 22016, May 24, 2001.
Terry }. Page,
Manager, Washington Airports District Office.
[FR Doc. 01-14109 Filed 6—4—01; 8:45 am]}
BILLING CODE 4910-13-M

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Federal Transit Administration

Environmental Impact Statement on
the Central Corridor Project Located
Between Minneapolis and St. Paul,
Minnesota

. AGENCY: Federal Transit Administration

(FTA), DOT.
ACTION: Notice of Intent to prepare an
environmental impact statement.

SUMMARY: The Federal Transit
Administration (FTA) is issuing this
notice to advise interested agencies and
the public that, in accordance with the
National Environmental Policy Act, an
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
is being prepared for the Central
Corridor Transit Project located between
Minneapolis and St. Paul, Minnesota.
DATES: One Interagency Scoping
Meeting and two Public Scoping
Meetings will be held on the following
dates and times at the locations
indicated.

Interagency Scoping Meeting

Tuesday, June 26, 2001, from 2:00 p.m.
to 4:00 p.m., Sheraton Midway, 400
North Hamline Avenue, St. Paul,
Minnesota 55104,

Public Scoping Meetings

Tuesday, June 26, 2001, 8:00 a.m. to
9:30 a.m., Sheraton Midway, 400

North Hamline Avenue, St. Paul,
Minnesota 55104
Tuesday, June 26, 2001, 5:00 p.m. to
8:00 p.m., Lifetrack Resources Job
Search Center, 709 University Avenue
West, St. Paul, Minnesota 55104
Wednesday, June 27, 2001, 5:00 p.m. to
8:00 p.m., Radisson Metrodome, 615
Washington Avenue SE,,
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55414
ADDRESSES: Written comments on the
scope of the analysis and impacts to be
considered should be sent by July 20,
2001 to: Mr. Steve Morris, Project
Manager, Ramsey County Regional
Railroad Authority (RCRRA}, 50 West
Kellogg Boulevard, Suite 665, St. Paul,
Minnesota 55102, Telephone: (651)
266—2784, Fax: (651) 266—~2761, E-mail:
steve.morris@co.ramsey.mn.us, TDD: 1
800 627-3529.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Mr.
Joel P. Ettinger, Regional Administrator,
Federal Transit Administration (FTA),
Region V, 200 West Adams Street, Suite
2410, Chicago, lllinois 60606,

" Telephone: (312) 353-2789.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The FTA
(the federal lead agency for this action)
in cooperation with the Ramsey County
Regional Railroad Authority (RCRRA),
the local lead agency, will prepare an
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
for the Central Corridor Transit Project.
1. Scoping

The FTA and the RCRRA invite
interested individuals, organizations
and federal, state and local agencies to
participate in: defining the options to be
evaluated in the EIS; in identifying the
social, economic and environmental
impacts to be evaluated; and suggesting
alternative options that are less costly or
have fewer environmental impacts
while achieving similar transportation
objectives. An information packet,
referred to as the Scoping Booklet is
being circulated to all federal, state and
local agencies having jurisdiction in the
project, and all interested parties
currently on the RCRRA mailing list.
Other interested parties may request this
Scoping Booklet by contacting Steve
Morris at the address indicated above.

Three Public Scoping Meetings will
be held in the study area. The first will
be held from 8:00 to 9:30 a.m. on
Tuesday, June 26, 2001, at the Sheraton
Midway, 400 North Hamline Avenue,
St. Paul, Minnesota. The second will be
held from 5:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. on
Tuesday, June 26, 2001, at the Lifetrack
Resources Job Search Center, 709
University Avenue West, St. Paul,
Minnesota. The third Public Scoping
Meeting will be held from 5:00 p.m. to
8:00 p.m. on Wednesday, June 27, 2001,
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at the Radisson Metrodome, 615
Washington Avenue Southeast,
Minneapolis, Minnesota. One
Interagency Scoping Meeting will be
held from 2:00 p.m. to 4:00 p.m. on
Tuesday, June 26, 2001, at the Sheraton
Midway, 400 North Hamline Avenue,
St. Paul, Minnesota. People with special
needs should call Steve Morris at (651)
266-2784. The buildings are accessible
to persons with disabilities.

‘Scoping comments may be made
orally at the Public Scoping Meetings or
in writing by July 20, 2001. Comments
or questions should be directed to Mr.
Steve Morris at the address indicated
above.

IL. Description of the Study Area and
Transportation Needs

The Central Corridor study area is
described as the 11-mile corridor
extending between Minneapolis and
Saint Paul, Minnesota on the west and
east, and bounded by the Burlington
Northern-Santa Fe (BNSF) Northern
Mainline on the north and the Canadian
Pacific Railroad (CP Railway) Shortline
Railroad on the south. The proposed
Central Corridor would connect the
central business districts of Minneapolis
and St. Paul, and the University of
Minnesota, and would serve the transit-
dependent population Jocated within
the study area.

Throughout the last two decades, the
Central Corridor has been the focus of
several studies regarding the feasibility
of various mass transit modes. Each of
these studies has identified the Central
Corridor as the region’s priority corridor
for mass transit investment. The current
2020 Long-Range Transportation Plan
and the State Transportation
Improvement Program (STIP) both
include funding commitments for the
. Central Corridor Project.

In February 2000, the RCRRA
initiated the Central Corridor Transit
Study to identify the mass transit
options for the Central Corridor.
Preliminary phases of the study
identified the purpose and need for
transportation improvements in the
corridor and identified and screened
potential mass transit options that
would meet the purpose and need. The
purpose and need for transportation
improvements in the study area were
focused on three principal areas:
economic opportunity and investment;
communities and environment; and
transportation and mobility. Following a
multiple-phase screening process, it was
determined that the potential mass
transit options that would address the
purpose and need for the Central
Corridor included: Light Rail Transit

{LRT); Busway/ Bus Rapid Transit
(BRT), and Commuter Rail.

Although two commuter rail options
were being considered during the
preliminary phases of the Central
Corridor Transit Study, the evaluation
of the commuter rail options will be

-deferred to a separate environmental

document based on regional commuter
rail connections and system planning,
funding and operating agency
responsibility.

A public involvement program has
been developed and initiated with a
website, newsletters, informational
meetings, and public hearings.

III. Alternatives

The transit modes initially considered
for the Central Corridor included: Bus
Transit, Busway/Bus Rapid Transit,
Light Rail Transit, Commuter Rail,
Streetcar, Heavy Rail Transit, Monorail,
Automated Guideway Transit, Personal
Rapid Transit, and Magnetic Levitation.
The seven route alignments initially
studied were the Burlington Northern
Santa Fe Northern Mainline, the
Burlington Northern Santa Fe Southern
Mainline, the Pierce Butler Route,
University Avenue, 1-94, the Canadian
Pacific Rail, and the Canadian Pacific
Rail West.

The transportation alternatives
currently proposed for consideration for
the Central Corridor Draft EIS include:

1. No-Build Alternative—No change to
transportation services or facilities in
the Central Corridor beyond already
committed projects. This includes only
those roadway and transit
improvements defined in the
appropriate agencies” Long Range
Transportation Plans and Transit
Development Plans for which funding
has been committed.

2. Transportation System
Management (TSM) Alternative—Low
cost transportation infrastructure and
bus transit improvements for the Central
Corridor. Intelligent Transportation
Systems (ITS), Travel Demand
Management {TDM], bus operations and
other TSM improvements will be
included in this alternative.

3. Busway/Bus Rapid Transit (BRT)
Alternative—A Busway/Bus Rapid
Transit (BRT) line to be constructed
with several station stops between
downtown Minneapolis, the University
of Minnesota and downtown St. Paul,
primarily in exclusive guideway in the
center of University Avenue. The
alternative would include all facilities
associated with the construction and
operations of the Busway/BRT,
including right-of-way, structures, and
stations, as well as Busway/BRT, feeder
bus and rail operating plans. The

Busway/BRT alternative would also
incorporate the elements of the No-
Build and TSM alternatives.

4. Light Rail Transit (LRT)
Alternatives—A Light Rail Transit (LRT)
line to be constructed with several
station stops between downtown
Minneapolis, the University of
Minnesota and downtown St. Paul, on
either University Avenue or }-94. Both
the University Avenue and 1-94 LRT
alternative would incorporate the
elements of the No-Build and TSM
alternatives.

The 1-94 LRT Alternative would
provide LRT service, primarily in
barrier-separated exclusive lanes in the
median of I-94. The alternative would
include all facilities associated with the
construction and operations of the LRT,
including right-of-way, tracks,
structures, and stations, as well as LRT,
feeder bus and rail operating plans.

The University Avenue LRT
AMlernative would provide LRT service,
primarily in exclusive lanes in the
center of University Avenue. The
alternative would include all facilities
associated with the construction and
operations of the LRT, including right-
of-way, tracks, structures, and stations,
as well as LRT, feeder bus and rail
operating plans.

IV. Probable Effects/Potential Impacts
for Analysis

The FTA and the RCRRA will
consider probable effects and
potentially significant impacts to social,
economic and environmental factors
associated with the alternatives under
evaluation in the EIS. Potential
environmental issues to be addressed
will include: Land use, historic and
archaeological resources, traffic and
parking, noise and vibration,
environmental justice, regulatory
floodway/floodplain encroachments,
coordination with transportation and
economic development projects, and
construction impacts. Other issues to be
addressed in the EIS include: natural
areas, ecosystems, rare and endangered
species, water resources, air/surface
water and groundwater quality, energy,
potentially contaminated sites,
displacements and relocations, and
parklands. The potential impacts will be
evaluated for both the construction
period and the long-term operations
period of each alternative considered. In
addition, the cumulative effects of the
proposed project alternatives will be
identified. Measures to avoid or mitigate
any significant adverse impacts will be
developed.
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V. FTA Procedures

In accordance the regulations and
guidance established by the Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ), as well as
the Code of Federal Regulations, Title
23, Part 771 (23 CFR 771) of the FHWA/
FTA environmental regulations and
policies, the EIS will include an
analysis of the social, economic and
environmental impacts of each of the
alternatives selected for evaluation. The
EIS will also comply with the
requirements of the 1990 Clean Air Act
Amendments (CAAA) and with
Executive Order 12898 regarding
Environmental Justice. After its
publication, the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (DEIS) will be
available for public and agency review
and comment. Public hearings will be
held on the DEIS.

The Final EIS will consider comments
received during the DEIS public review
and will identify the preferred
alternative. Opportunity for additional
public comment will be provided
throughout all phases of project
development.

Issued on: May 30, 2001.
Joel P. Ettinger,
Region 5 Administrator, Federal Transit
Administration, Chicago, lllinois.
{FR Doc. 01-14102 Filed 6—4-01; 8:45 am]}
BILLING CODE 4910-57-P

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration

[Docket No. NHTSA-2001-9732)

Notice of Receipt of Petition for
Decision That Nonconforming 1993
Ford Mustang Passenger Cars Are
Eligible for Importation

AGENCY: National Highway Traffic
Safety Administration, DOT.

ACTION: Notice of receipt of petition for
decision that nonconforming 1993 Ford
Mustang passenger cars are eligible for
importation.

SUMMARY: This document announces
receipt by the National Highway Traffic
Safety Administration (NHTSA) of a
petition for a decision that 1993 Ford
Mustang passenger cars that were not
originally manufactured to comply with
all applicable Federal motor vehicle
safety standards are eligible for
importation into the United States
because (1) they are substantially
similar to vehicles that were originally
manufactured for importation into and
sale in the United States and that were
certified by their manufacturer as

complying with the safety standards,
and (2) they are capable of being readily
altered to conform to the standards.

DATES: The closing date for comments
on the petition is July 5, 2001.
ADDRESSES: Comments should refer to
the docket number and notice number,
and be submitted to: Docket
Management, Room PL—401, 400
Seventh St., SW, Washington, DC
20590. [Docket hours are from 9 am to
5 pm.]

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
George Entwistle, Office of Vehicle
Safety Compliance, NHTSA (202-366—
5306).

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Background

Under 49 U.S.C. 30141(a)(1){A), a
motor vehicle that was not originally
manufactured to conform to all
applicable Federal motor vehicle safety
standards shall be refused admission
into the United States unless NHTSA
has decided that the motor vehicle is
substantially similar to a motor vehicle
originally manufactured for importation
into and sale in the United States,
certified under 49 U.S.C. 30115, and of
the same model year as the model of the
motor vehicle to be compared, and is
capable of being readily altered to
conform to all applicable Federal motor
vehicle safety standards.

Petitions for eligibility decisions may
be submitted by either manufacturers or
importers who have registered with
NHTSA pursuant to 49 CFR part 592. As
specified in 49 CFR 593.7, NHTSA
publishes notice in the Federal Register
of each petition that it receives, and
affords interested persons an
opportunity to comment on the petition.
At the close of the comment period,
NHTSA decides, on the basis of the
petition and any comments that it has
received, whether the vehicle is eligible
for importation. The agency then
publishes this decision in the Federal
Register.

Wallace Environmental Testing
Laboratories, Inc. of Houston, Texas
(“WETL”) (Registered Importer 90-005)
has petitioned NHTSA to decide
whether 1993 Ford Mustang passenger
cars originally manufactured for the
European market are eligible for
importation into the United States. The
vehicles which WETL believes are
substantially similar are 1993 Ford
Mustang passenger cars that were
manufactured for importation into, and
sale in, the United States and certified
by their manufacturer as conforming to
all applicable Federal motor vehicle
safety standards.

The petitioner claims that it carefully
compared non-U.S. certified 1993 Ford
Mustang passenger cars to their U.S.-
certified counterparts, and found the
vehicles to be substantially similar with
respect to compliance with most Federal
motor vehicle safety standards.

WETL submitted information with its
petition intended to demonstrate that
non-U.S. certified 1993 Ford Mustang
passenger cars, as originally
manufactured, conform to' many Federal
motor vehicle safety standards in the
same manner as their U.S. certified
counterparts, or are capable of being
readily altered to conform to those
standards.

Specifically, the petitioner claims that
non-U.S. certified 1993 Ford Mustang
passenger cars are identical to their U.S.
certified counterparts with respect to
compliance with Standard Nos. 102
Transmission Shift Lever Sequence
* * * 103 Defrosting and Defogging
Systems, 104 Windshield Wiping and
Washing Systems, 105 Hydraulic Brake
Systems, 106 Brake Hoses, 108 Lamps,
Reflective Devices and Associated
Equipment, 109 New Pneumatic Tires,
111 Rearview Mirror, 113 Hood Latch
Systems, 114 Theft Protection, 116
Brake Fluid, 118 Power Window
Systems, 124 Accelerator Control
Systems, 201 Occupant Protection in

Interior Impact, 202 Head Restraints,

204 Steering Control Rearward
Displacement, 205 Glazing Materials,
206 Door Locks and Door Retention
Components, 207 Seating Systems, 208
Occupant Crash Protection, 209 Seat
Belt Assemblies, 210 Seat Belt Assembly
Anchorages, 212 Windshield Retention,
214 Side Impact Protection, 216 Roof
Crush Resistance, 219 Windshield Zone
Intrusion, 301 Fuel System Integrity, and
302 Flammability of Interior Materials.

Additionally, the petitioner states that
non-U.S. certified 1993 Ford Mustang
passenger cars comply with the Bumper
Standard found in 49 CFR part 581 and
the Vehicle Identification Number plate
requirement of 49 CFR part 565.

Petitioner also contends that the non-
U.S. certified 1993 Ford Mustang
passenger cars are not identical to their
U.S. certified counterparts, as specified
below, but still comply with the
following Standard in the manner
indicated:

Standard No. 101 Controls and
Displays: the speedometer indicates
both kilometers per hour and mile per
hour. The odometer indicates kilometers
and is labeled as such. The brake
warning indicator meets the
requirements.

Petitioner further contends that the
vehicles are capable of being readily
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ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY BOARD . June 11. 2001

Federal EIS Scoping Document
Available

Central Corridor Transit Project

The Federal Transit Administration in cooperation with the
Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority announces the
availability of the Scoping Booklet and federal Notice of
Intent to Prepare an Environmental Impact Statement for the
Central Cortridor Transit Project. The RCRRA will distribute
the Scoping Booklet to all agencies listed on EQB and
RCRRA distribution lists and to all interested parties in
compliance with Minnesota Rules. A press release will be
issued to local newspapers along the corridor announcing the
availability of the Scoping Booklet and the public and
interagency scoping meetings. The public is invited to
comment on the scope of the project at these meetings as well
as in writing. The comment period closes on July 20, 2001

Public Scoping Meetings

* Tuesday, June 26, 2001, 8:00 am. to 9:30 am., Sheraton
Midway, 400 North Hamline Ave., St. Paul, MN 55104

*  Tuesday, June 26, 2001, 5:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m., Lifetrack
Resources Job Search Center, 709 University Ave. W.,
St. Paul, MN 55104

* Wednesday, June 27, 2001, 5:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m,,
Radisson Metrodome, 615 Washington Ave. SE, St. Paul,
MN 55414

Interagency Meeting

s Tuesday, June 26, 2001, 2:00 p.m. to 4:00 p.m., Sheraton
Midway, 400 North Hamline Ave., St. Paul, MN 55104

Written comments on the scope of the analysis and impacts to
consider may be sent by July 20, 2001 to Steve Morris,
Project Manager, RCRRA, 50 West Kellogg Blvd., Suite 665,
St. Paul , MN 55102; 651-266-2784; fax: 651-266-2761;
email: steve.morris@co.ramsey.mn.us; TDD: 1-800-627-
3529.
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STATE OF MINNESOTA )

COUNTY OF HENNEPIN )

SECIERAEN
Jun 14 2001 |1}
DAVIT OF PUBLICATION

)ss.

e i 5 1 10

Linda St. Clair, being duly sworn, on oath says She is and during all times herein stated has been an employee of the Star

Tribune, a subsidiary of McClatchy Company, 425 Portland Avenue, Minneapolis, Minnesota 55488, publisher and
printer. of the Star Tribune newspaper (the “Newspaper”™), published 7 days a week, and has full knowledge of the facts
herein stated as follows:

1. (a)

(b
©

@
()

®
(2

()
®

The Newspaper is printed in the English language in newspaper format and in column and sheet form equlvalent
in printed space to at least 1,000 square inches;

The Newspaper is printed daily and distributed at least five days each week;

In at least half of its issues each year, the Newspaper has no more than 75 percent of its printed space comprised
of advertising material and paid public notices. In all of its issues each year, the Newspaper has not less than 25
percent of its news columns devoted io news of local interest to the community which it purports to serve. Not
more than 25 percent of the Newspaper’s non-advertising column inches in any issue duphcates any other
publication;

The Newspaper is circulated in the local public corporation which it purports to serve, and has at least 500
copies regularly delivered to paying subscribers;

The Newspaper has its known office of issue established in either the county in which it lies, in whole or in part,
the local public corporation which the Newspaper purports to serve, or in an adjoining county;

The Newspaper files a copy of each issue immediately with the state historical society;

The Newspaper is made available at single or subscription prices to any person, corporation, partnership, or other
unincorporated association requesting the Newspaper and making the applicable payment;

The Newspaper has complied with all the foregoing conditions for at least one year immediately preceding the
date of the notice publication which is the subject of the Affidavit; and '

Between September 1 and December 31 of each year, the Newspaper publishes and submits to the secretary of
state, along with a filing fee of $25, a sworn United States Post Office periodical class statement of ownership
and circulation.

2. The printed copy of the matter attached hereto (the “Notice’) was cut from the columns of the Newspaper and was
printed and published in the English language, on the following days and dates: Monday, June 11, 2001.

3. Except as otherwise directed by a particular statute requiring publication of a public notice, the Notice was printed in
a type face no smaller than six point with a lowercase alphabet of 90 pomt

4. The fees for publication are as follows:

(@)
®

()

The maximum rate currently allowed by law for publication of a public notice in the Newspaper is $3.44:
The lowest classified rate currently paid by commprmal users for comparable space in the Newspaper is $7.15;
and;

The rate actually charged for publication of the Notice was $430.00
%LA_A LA CEl—

Subscribed and swomn to before me
on June 12, 2001

7 .
R .
N -

Notary Public

5 NOTARY PUBLIC - MinNESQTA
53 My Comm, Expires Jan, 31, 2005
WWWW\"’WWW\A'wVwVMA’w.

DIANE m, KISE g
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NOHICE OF SCOPING ..
Nancy Ronhovde BOOKLET AVAILABILITY

700 S Third St ' AND SCOPING MEETINGS -

. . CENTRAL CORRIDOR
Minneapolis, MN 55415-1130 TRANSIT PROJECT SCOPING

FOR ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACTSTATEMENT -

The Publlc is Invited to Attend
Upcoming Scoping Meeﬂngs
June 26 - St.Paul
June 27 - Minneapolis

The Federal Transit Adminis-
tration in_cooperation with the
Ramsey County Regional Rail- | -
road Authority (RCRRA) is pre-
paring an Environmentat im-
pact Statement (EIS) for transit
elements of the Central Cormi- |
dor Transit Project. The Central
Corridor study area is an 11- |
mile corridor extending be-
-tween Minneapolis and Saint

654D02600 . Paul, Minnesota, on the west

and east, and bordered by the

- ] Burlington Northern Santa Fe.

125 lines ] ‘Northern Mainline on the north
L and \gg C::nadam'Pac&nc R?fll'-

way Shortline Railroad on the

class 203 south. As part of the EIS pro-

cess, one interagency and }.
three-public scoping meetin
will be hetd. -The public is invit- }
ed to attend. These meetings
will provide an_opportunity to
explain the EIS.process, de-
scribe the alternatives being
considered, and to receive
public commeants on the Cen-
tral Corridor Transit Pro'ec\
and the scope of the EIS.
alternatives tobe cnnsndered m
theElS are:

< No-Build Alternative

= Transportation System Man- |
agement Alternative

« Busway/Bus Rapid Transit
Altemative

- Light Rail Transit Ntemaﬁves

Coples of the Scoplng Booklet
are available for review at the § - .
Eavironmientat Conservation {.

Library. 300 Nicotlet Mall,
Minnéapolis, Minnesota
55401 and at the Ramsey
County Regional Railroad
Authority, 50 West Kellogg
Boutevard. Suite 665, St. Paut,
Minnesota 55102..

The public scoping meetings
will provide an early opportuni=
ty to identity issues and con-
cerns for consideration in the
EIS process. The same project |
J information will be presented
ateach of the meetings.

s | PuBLIE MEETINGS - The
scoping meetings are sched-
uled for:

TUES'DAY JUNE 26, 2001

St Paul, aneso;a

* TUESDAY, JUNE 26 2001
'5:00 p.m. 1o 8:00p.

M R f_ﬂetrackkesources

Radissgg Metrodomé
615 Wasumgton Avenue SE .- §
aneapfohs, Minnesata

INTERAGENGCY -MEETING
be held frgm 2:08p.m. to 4,00
o]

ng by J
L menls recelved wil be i'ncluded
in the official public record
Wiitten comments should;:he {-=
mailed to: Steve Morris, Pr ecf -
Manager, Ramsey County Re- |,
gional Railroad Authority |-
&OCRRA) 50 West Kellogg |
ulevard, Suite 665, St. Paul,
- anesota 55102. if you have
questions, | lease call
&2 1) 266-2784, TDD: 1-800-
7-3529, Fax: (651) 266-
2761, E-mail: steve.morris@
. co.ramsey.mn.us. All facilities
are accessible to persons with
disabilities.

Bt X
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Legal Notices

NOTICE OF SCOPING _

BOOKLET AVAILABILITY
NG M G

ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT STATEMENT

The Public is Invited to At-
tend Upcoming Scoping
Meetings

June 26 - St. Paul
June 27 - Minneapolis

The Federai Transit Adminis-
tration in cooperation with
the Ramsey County Regional
Railroad Authority {RCRRA)
is preparing an Environmen-
tal Impact Statement ‘(EIS)
for transit elements of the
Central Corridor Transit Pro-
ject. The Centrat Corridor
study area is _an 11-mile
corridor extending between.
Minneapotlis and Saint Paul,
Minnesota, on the west and
east and bordered bg the
Burlington Northern Santa
Fe Northern Mainline on the
north and the Canadian Pa-
cific Railway Shortline Rail-
road on the south. As part
of the EIS process, one in-
teragency and three public
sco&)ur)'% meetings wiil be be
held.
attend. These meetings will
provide an opportunity to
explain the EIS process, de-
scribe the alternatives being
considered and to receive
ublic comments on the
entral Corridor Transit Pro-
Ect and the scope of the
IS. The alternatives to be
considered in the EIS are:

@ No-Build Alternative

@ Transportation System
Management Alternative

@ Busway/Bus Rapid Tran-
sit Alternative

® Light Rail Transit Alterna-
tives

Copies of the Scoping
Booklet are ‘available for re-
view at the Environmental
Conservation Library, 300
Nicollet Mall, Minneapolis,
Minnesota §5401 and at the
Ramsey County Regional
.JRailroad Authority, 50 West
-Kellogg Boulevard, Suite
665, t. Paul,Minnesota
§5102.

.{The public scoping meetings
wili provide an early oppor-
tunity to identify issues and
concerns for consideration
in the EIS process. The
same project information
will be presented at each of
the meetings.

ifng meetings are scheduled

Tuesday, June 26, 2001
8:00 a.m. to 9:30 a.m.

St. Paut, Minnesota
Tuesday, June 26, 2001
E 5:00 p.m. to 8:00f.m.
Lifetrack Resources Job
E Search Center .
709 University Avenue West
St. Paul, Minnesota
Wednesday, June 27, 2001
5:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m.
Radisson Metrodome
615 Washington Avenue SE
Minneapolis, Minnesota

Interagency Meeting will be
held from 2:00 p.m. to 4:00
g.m< on Tuesday, June 26,

001, at the Sheraton Mid-
way (address above).

Comments may be made
orally at the scoping meet-
Ings or in writing by July 20,
2001. Comments received
will be included in the offi-
cial public record. Written
comments should be mailed
to: Steve Morris, Project
Manager, Ramsey County
Regional Railroad” Authority
RCRRA), 50 West Kellogg
oulevard, Suite 665, 1.
Paul, Minnesota 55102. f
you have ang ctuestions,
glease cail (651) 266-2784;
DD: 1-800-627-3529; Fax:
(651) 266-2761; E-mail:
steve.morris@co.ram
sey.mn.us. All facilities are
accessible to persons with
disabilities.

e public is invited to

{Public Meetings - the scop--

AFFIDAVIT OF PUBLICATION B}

STATE OF MINNESOTA

COUNTY OF RAMSEY

Mai Vang

being duly sworn on oath, says: that she is,
and during all times herein state has been,
Clerk of Northwest Publications, Inc.,
Publisher of the newspaper known as the
Saint Paul Pioneer Press, a newspaper of
General circulation within the City of Saint
Paul and the County of Ramsey.

That the notice hereto attached was cut from
the columns of said newspaper and was
printed and published therein on the
following date(s):

11th day of May 2001
Newspaper Ref./Ad Number #55013

Subscribed and sworn to before me this
25th day of June 2001

NOTARY PUBLIC

Ramsey County, Minnesota

My commission expires January 31,2005

B AAAAAAAANANAAAAAAAANAAANNNANAA 8§
=, CONNIE R. HILTON

NOTARY PUBLIC
My Comm. Explres Jan. 31, 2005

BEYWWWWWWYWWVYWYWWYWWWYWAAYY 8
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Press Release






15 West Kellogg Boulevard, #250
Saint Paul, MN 55102
Dave Verhasselt
Communications Manager
_ Phene: 651-266-8017
' Pager: 952-901-1032

NEWS ADVISORY: The public is invited to 3-meetings on major Transit investment

Monday, June 25, 2001

WHO: Citizens, Policymakers, businesspeople and all interested in transit
WHAT: Central Corridor Scoping Meetings
WHEN/WHERE:

Tuesday, June 26™, 2001

Sheraton Midway, 400 N. Hamline St. Paul
8:00-9:30 AM Public Meeting

2:00-4:00 PM Interagency Meeting

Tuesday, June 26, 2001
Lifetrack Resources Job Search Center, 709 University Ave. West, St. Paul
5:00-8:00 PM Public Meeting

Wednesday, June 27, 2001
Radisson Metrodome 615 Washington Ave. SE Mpls
5:00-8:00 PM Public Meeting

Careful consideration of design, costs, benefits and transportation impacts of major transit investment on the Central
Corridor will begin soon. This review of the transit corridor roughly connecting downtowns St. Paul and Minneapolis is.
part of a federal transit study that's been underway for more than a year. The outcome of the review will be called an
Environmental Impact Statement.

Before the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) study begins the public has three opportunities to make its voice
known and the work done thus far. See above for meeting locations.

There are 4-options currently to be considered in the EIS study:
> No build alternative: No change fo existing facilities and projects already committed in this area.

> Transportation Management System (TSM): Low cost transportation infrastructure and bus transit
improvements.

> ‘Busway/ Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Bus service on an exclusive right of way between the two
downtowns.

> Light Rail Transit: LRT service between both downtowns on either University Ave. or I-94

{TERVIEW CONTACT:
teve Morris Project Manager
51-266-2784
eve.morris@co.ramsey.mn.us

|IEDIA CONTACT:
ave Verhasseit

ffice - 651-266-8017
age-- 952-901-1032






Press Clippings






Asian American Press
The Bulletin

Frogtown Times
Grand Gazette
Highland Villager
Merriam Park Post
North End News
Seward Profile
Skyway News
Southeast Angle
Spokesman-Recorder
St. Paul Pioneer Press/

Star Tribune

Publications
Advertising Scoping Meetings
May/June, 2001

CORRIDOR

Imagine our futire s s

What would YOU do to
improve transportation

in your neighborhood?

AMaj.or transportation investments are being considered for your

neighborhood, the Central Corridor. it's important that your voice
be heard in these decisions.

The Central Comidor — the corridor along and-near University Avenue
and 1-94 — is a critical link in our area's transportation future. It not
only connects downtown St. Paul and downtown Minneapolis, but
also includes the State Capito! Complex, the University of Minnesota,
the Midway business area and many vibrant neighborhoods. Come
make your voice be heard on this important issue at one of our
community forums. '

Learn more about Tuesday, June 26, 8-9:30 AM
Central Corridor Sheraton Midway i

the i 400 N. Hamline Ave., St. Paul .

project and share

your opiniens at Tuesday, June 26, 5-8 PM
one of three June Lifetrack Resources Job Search Center
- 709 University Ave. W., St. Paul
- meetings

-Wedﬁesday, June 27, 5-8 PM
Radisson Metrodome
615 Washington Ave. SE, Minneapolis

For more information please visit our
‘'web site at www.centralcorridor.org







Elected Officials Letter of Invitation and Invitation List






Rarmsey County Regional Railroad Authority

665 Ramsey County Government Center-West, 50 West Kellogg Boulevard
St. Paul, Minnesota 55102 (651) 266-2760 / FAX (651) 266-2761

June 11, 2001

Mayor Sharon Sayles Belton

City of Minneapolis Mayor's Office
331 City Hall--350 South 5th Street
Minneapolis, MN 55415

Dear Mayor Sayles Belton:

You are invited to participate in one of three important meetings on the major transportation study being
conducted on the Central Corridor — the corridor along and near University Avenue, 1-94 and the
Canadian Pacific and Burlington Northern-Santa Fe rail lines. These “Scoping Meetings” will give you
and members of the public an opportunity to address the issues, concerns and opportunities that
should be considered in an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) that will be prepared for the Central

Corridor.

The Central Corridor is a critical link in the region’s transportation future. Connecting downtown St. Paul
and downtown Minneapolis, the Central Corridor includes the State Capitol complex, the University of
Minnesota, the Midway business area and many vibrant neighborhoods. The Central Corridor also
connects people to some of the Twin Cities most popular cultural and recreational attractions—
Minnesota Children’s Museum, Xcel Center, the Science Museum of Minnesota, Mixed Blood Theatre

and the Weisman Art Museum to name just a few.

The Central Corridor is a vital connection in the developing Twin Cities transit triangle. This triangle—
which includes the Hiawatha light rail corridor and the Riverview bus rapid transit corridor—could be the
hub of a Twin Cities transit system, connecting commuter rail lines and freeways to the central business
districts, University of Minnesota and State Capitol and connecting Minneapolis and St. Paul residents
to suburban jobs, shopping and entertainment.

The EIS will be prepared by the Central Corridor Coordinating Committee, the Federal Transit
Administration (FTA) and the Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority (RCRRA). The Coordinating
Committee provides oversight for the Central Corridor study initiative. The Committee includes
representatives from Ramsey and Hennepin counties, the cities of St. Paul and Minneapolis, the
University of Minnesota, the Minnesota Department of Transportation and the Metropolitan Council.

The EIS will consider several alternative transportation investments for the corridor:

* No-Build Alternative: The corridor receives no major transportation investments.

e Transportation System Management (TSM) Alternative: Improvements that would better manage
the flow of automobile and bus traffic.

e Busway/Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Alternative: Buses running on a separate, dedicated right of way

or on city streets but separated from other traffic.
+ Light Rail Transit (LRT) Alternative: Short, electric trains running on tracks; the trains can run on city

streets or they can be separated from city streets and traffic.

Printed on Recycled Paper
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Elected Officials Invitation List

Mayor Sharon Sayles Belton

City of Minneapolis Mayor’s Office
331 City Hall - 350 South 5™ Street
Minneapolis, MN 55415

Commissioner Gail Dorfman

Hennepin County Board of Commissioners

A-2400 Government Center — 300 South Sixth Street
Minneapolis, MN 55487

Commissioner Peter McLaughlin

Hennepin County Board of Commissioners

A-2400 Government Center — 300 South Sixth Street
Minneapolis, MN 55487

Commissioner Penny Steele

Hennepin County Board of Commissioners

A-2400 Government Center — 300 South Sixth Street
Minneapolis, MN 55487

Commissioner Mary Tambornino
Hennepin County Board of Commissioners

A-2400 Government Center — 300 South Sixth Street -

Minneapolis, MN 55487

Ms. Lisa McDonald

Minneapolis City Council — Ward 10
307 City Hall — 350 South 5™ Street
Minneapolis, MN 55415

Ms. Sandra Colvin Roy

Minneapolis City Council —~ Ward 12
307 City Hall - 350 South 5™ Street
Minneapolis, MN 55415

Ms. Joan Campbetl

Minneapolis City Council — Ward 2
307 City Hall — 350 South 5% Street
Minneapolis, MN 55415

Ms. Barbara Johnson

Minneapolis City Council — Ward 4
307 City Hall - 350 South 5™ Street
Minneapolis, MN 55415

Mr. Jim Niland

Minneapolis City Council - Ward 6
307 City Hall — 350 South 5% Street
Minneapolis, MN 55415

Mayor Norm Coleman

City of Saint Paul Mayor’s Office

390 City Hall — 15 West Kellogg Boulevard
St. Paul, MN 55102

Commissioner Randy Johnson

Hennepin County Board of Commissioners

A-2400 Government Center — 300 South Sixth Street
Minneapolis, MN 55487

Commissioner Mike Opat

Hennepin County Board of Commissioners

A-2400 Government Center — 300 South Sixth Street
Minneapolis, MN 55487

Commissioner Mark Stenglein

Hennepin County Board of Comrmissioners

A-2400 Government Center — 300 South Sixth Street
Minneapolis, MN 55487

Mr. Paul Ostrow

Minneapolis City Council — Ward 1
307 City Hall - 350 South 5% Street
Minneapolis, MN 55415

Ms. S. Dore’ Mead

Minneapolis City Council — Ward 11
307 City Hall — 350 South 5™ Street
Minneapolis, MN 55415

Mr. Barret Lane

Minneapolis City Council — Ward 13
307 City Hall — 350 South 5® Street
Minneapolis, MN 55415

Mr. Joe Biernat

Minneapolis City Council - Ward 3
307 City Hall — 350 South 5™ Street
Minneapolis, MN 55415

Ms. Jackie Cherryhomes
Minneapolis City Council — Ward 5
307 City Hall — 350 South 5® Street
Minneapolis, MN 55415

Ms. Lisa Goodman

Minneapolis City Council — Ward 7
307 City Hall — 350 South 5™ Street
Minneapolis, MN 55415




Mr. Brian Herron

Minneapolis City Council — Ward 8
307 City Hall — 350 South 5 Street
Minneapolis, MN 55415

Representative Connie Bernardy

Minnesota House of Representatives

100 Constitution Avenue — 329 State Office Building
St. Paul, MN 55155

Representative Karen Clark

Minnesota House of Representatives

100 Constitution Avenue — 307 State Office Building
St. Paul, MN 55155

Representative Andy Dawkins

Minnesota House of Representatives

100 Constitution Avenue — 215 State Office Building
St. Paul, MN 55155

Representative Geri Evans

Minnesota House of Representatives

100 Constitation Avenue — 211 State Office Building
St. Paul, MN 55155

Representative Gregory Gray

Minnesota House of Representatives

100 Constitution Avenue — 327 State Office Building
St. Paul, MN 55155

Representative Alice Hausman

Minnesota House of Representatives

100 Constitution Avenue — 245 State Office Building
St. Paul, MN 55155

Representative Sheldon Johnson

Minnesota House of Representatives

100 Constitution Avenue — 229 State Office Building
St. Paul, MN 55155

Representative Margaret Anderson Kelliher
Minnesota House of Representatives

100 Constitution Avenue — 231 State Office Building
St. Paul, MN 55155-1206

Representative Tim Mahoney

Minnesota House of Representatives

100 Constitution Avenue — 377 State Office Building
St. Paul, MN 55155

Ms. Kathy Thurber

Minneapolis City Council — Ward 9
307 City Hall — 350 South 5 Street
Minneapolis, MN 55415

Representative Len Biernat

Minnesota House of Representatives

100 Constitution Avenue — 303 State Office Building
St. Paul, MN 55155

Representative Jim Davnie

Minnesota House of Representatives

100 Constitution Avenue — 335 State Office Building
St. Paul, MN 55155-1206

Representative Matt Entenza

Minnesota House of Representatives

100 Constitution Avenue — 261 State Office Building
St. Paul, MN 55155

Representative Barb Goodwin

Minnesota House of Representatives

100 Constitution Avenue — 353 State Office Building
St. Paul, MN 55155

Representative Mindy Greiling

Minnesota House of Representatives

100 Constitution Avenue — 253 State Office Building
St. Paul, MN 55155-1206

Representative Carl Jacobson

Minnesota House of Representatives

100 Constitution Avenue — 429 State Office Building
St. Paul, MN 55155

Representative Phyllis Kahn

Minnesota House of Representatives

100 Constitution Avenue — 255 State Office Building
St. Paul, MN 55155

Represenative Phil Krinkie

Minnesota House of Representatives

100 Constitution Avenue — 365 State Office Building
St. Paul, MN 55155-1206

Representative Harry Mares

Minnesota House of Representatives

100 Constitution Avenue — 401 State Office Building
St. Paul, MN 55155-1206



Representative Carlos Mariani

Minnesota House of Representatives

100 Constitution Avenue — 203 State Office Building
St. Paul, MN 55155-1206

Representative Bob Milbert

Minnesota House of Representatives

100 Constitution Avenue — 243 State Office Building
St. Paul, MN 55155

Representative Tom Osthoff

Minnesota House of Representatives

100 Constitution Avenue — 273 State Office Building
St. Paul, MN 55155

Representative Thomas Pugh

Minnesota House of Representatives

100 Constitution Avenue — 267 State Office Building
St. Paul, MN 55155

Representative Scott Wasiluk

Minnesota House of Representatives

100 Constitution Avenue — 225 State Office Building
St. Paul, MN 55155

Senator Ellen Anderson

Minnesota Senate

75 Constitution Avenue — 120 Capitol
St. Paul, MN 55155

Senator Don Betzold

Minnesota Senate

75 Constitution Avenue — G-9 Capitol
St. Paul, MN 55155

Senator Richard Cohen

Minnesota Senate

75 Constitution Avenue — 317 Capitol
St. Paul, MN 55155

Senator Dean Johnson

Minnesota Senate

75 Constitution Avenue — 120 Capitol
St. Paul, MN 55155

Senator John Marty

Minnesota Senate

75 Constitution Avenue — 325 Capitol
St. Paul, MN 55155

Representative Mary Jo McGuire

Minnesota House of Representatives

100 Constitution Avenue — 259 State Office Building
St. Paul, MN 55155-1206

Representative Carol Molnau

Minnesota House of Representatives

100 Constitution Avenue — 443 State Office Building
St. Paul, MN 55155

Representative Michael Paymar

Minnesota House of Representatives

100 Constitution Avenue — 209 State Office Building
St. Paul, MN 55155-1206

Representative Nora Slawik

Minnesota House of Representatives

100 Constitution Avenue — 359 State Office Building
St. Paul, MN 55155-1206

Representative Tom Workman

Minnesota House of Representatives

100 Constitution Avenue — 537 State Office Building
St. Paul, MN 55155

Senator Linda Berglin

Minnesota Senate

75 Constitution Avenue — 309 Capitol
St. Paul, MN 55155-1606

Senator Satveer Chaudhary
Minnesota Senate

75 Constitution Avenue — 325 Capitol
St. Paul, MN 55155

Senator Linda Higgins

Minnesota Senate

75 Constitution Avenue — 328 Capitol
St. Paul, MN 55155-1606

Senator Randy Kelly

Minnesota Senate

75 Constitution Avenue — 323 Capitol
St. Paul, MN 55155

Senator Myron Orfield

Minnesota Senate

75 Constitution Avenue — 227 Capitol
St. Paul, MN 55155-1606




Senator Sandra Pappas

Minnesota Senate

75 Constitution Avenue — 120 Capitol
St. Paul, MN 55155-1606

Senator Leonard Price

Minnesota Senate

75 Constitution Avenue — 235 Capitol
St. Paul, MN 55155-1606

Senator Julie Ann Sabo

Minnesota Senate

75 Constitution Avenue — 317 Capitol
St. Paul, MN 55155-1606

Commissioner Tony Bennett

Ramsey County Board of Commissioners

220 Courthouse ~ 15 West Kellogg Boulevard
St. Paul, MN 55102 :

Commissioner Jim McDonough

Ramsey County Board of Commissioners

220 Courthouse — 15 West Kellogg Boulevard
St. Paul, MN 55102

Commissioner Victoria Reinhardt

Ramsey County Board of Commissioners

220 Courthouse — 15 West Kellogg Boulevard
St. Paul, MN 55102

Commissioner Jan Wiessner

Ramsey County Board of Commissioners

220 Courthouse — 15 West Kellogg Boulevard
St. Paul, MN 55102

Mr. Chris Coleman

St. Paul City Council — Ward 2

310-B City Hall — 15 West Kellogg Boulevard
St. Paul, MN 55102

Mr. Jay Benanav

St. Paul City Council — Ward 4

310-D City Hall - 15 West Kellogg Boulevard
St. Paul, MN 55102

Mr. Lathy Lantry

St. Paul City Council — Ward 4

320-C City Hall - 15 West Kellogg Boulevard
St. Paul, MN 55102

Senator Lawrence Pogemiller
Minnesota Senate

75 Constitution Avenue — 235 Capitol
St. Paul, MN 55155-1606

Senator Mady Reiter

Minnesota Senate

75 Constitution Avenue — 155 Capitol
St. Paul, MN 55155-1606

Senator Charles Wiger

Minnesota Senate

75 Constitution Avenue — 301 Capitol
St. Paul, MN 55155-1606

Commissioner Susan Haigh

Ramsey County Board of Commissioners

220 Courthouse — 15 West Kellogg Boulevard
St. Paul, MN 55102

Commissioner Rafael Ortega

Ramsey County Board of Commissioners

220 Courthouse — 15 West Kellogg Boulevard
St. Paul, MN 55102

Commissioner Janice Rettman

Ramsey County Board of Commissioners

220 Courthouse — 15 West Kellogg Boulevard
St. Paul, MN 55102

Mr. Jerry Blakey

St. Paul City Council — Ward 1

310-A City Hall - 15 West Kellogg Boulevard
St. Paul, MN 55102

Mr. Patrick Harris

St. Paul City Council — Ward 3

310-C City Hall - 15 West Kellogg Boulevard
St. Paul, MN 55102

Mr. Dan Bostrom

St. Paul City Council — Ward 4

320-B City Hall — 15 West Kellogg Boulevard
St. Paul, MN 55102

Mr. Jim Reiter

St. Paul City Council — Ward §

320-A City Hall — 15 West Kellogg Boulevard
St. Paul, MN 55102



Governor Jesse Ventura
State of Minnesota Governor’s Office

130 State Capitol — 75 Constitution Avenue

St. Paul, MN 55155

The Honorable Martin Sabo

United States House of Representatives
2336 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515 ‘

The Honorable Paul Wellstone
United States Senate

136 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510

The Honorable Betty McCollum
United States House of Representatives
1029 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515

The Honorable Mark Dayton
United States Senate
346 Russell Senate Office Building

Washington, DC 20510
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Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority

665 Ramsey County Government. Center-West, 50 West Kellogg Boulevard
St. Paul, Minnesota 55102  (651) 266-2760 [ FAX (651) 266-2761

June 6, 2001

Michael Reis, Community Planner
Federal Transit Administration
200 W. Adams Street

Suite 2410

Chicago, IL 60606-5232

You are invited to participate in an important meeting on the major transportation study being
conducted on the Central Corridor — the corridor along and near University Avenue, 1-94 and the
Canadian Pacific and Burlington Northern-Santa Fe rail lines. This Interagency Scoping Meeting will
give you an opportunity to address the issues, concems and opportunities that should be considered in
an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) that will be prepared for the Central Corridor.

The Interagency Scoping Meeting is scheduled for:

Tuesday, June 26, 2-4 PM
Sheraton Midway
400 N. Hamline Ave., St. Paul 55104

The Central Corridor is a critical link in the region’s transportation future. Connecting downtown St. Paul
and downtown Minneapolis, the Central Corridor includes the State Capitol complex, the University of
Minnesota, the Midway business area and many vibrant neighborhoods. The Central Corridor also
connects people to some of the Twin Cities most popular cultural and recreational attractions—
Minnesota Children’s Museum, Xcel Center, the Science Museum of Minnesota, Mixed Blood Theatre

and the Weisman Art Museum to name just a few.

The Central Corridor is a vital connection in the developing Twin Cities transit triangle. This triangle—
which includes the Hiawatha light rail corridor and the Riverview bus rapid transit corridor—could be the
hub of a Twin Cities transit system, connecting commuter rail lines and freeways to the central business
districts, University of Minnesota and State Capitol and connecting Minneapolis and St. Paul residents

to suburban jobs, shopping and entertainment.

The EIS will be prepared by the Central Corridor Coordinating Committee, the Federal Transit
Administration (FTA) and the Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority (RCRRA). The Coordinating
Committee provides oversight for the Central Corridor study initiative. The Committee includes
representatives from Ramsey and Hennepin counties, the cities of St. Paul and Minneapolis, the
University of Minnesota, the Minnesota Department of Transportation and the Metropolitan Council.

Printed on Recycled Paper
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Agency Invitation List

Michael Reis, Community Planner
Federal Transit Administration
200 W. Adams Street

Suite 2410

Chicago, IL 60606-5232

Chief of Environmental Review

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
Region 5

B-19J

77 West Jackson Boulevard

Chicago, IL 60604

Kathym DeSpiegelaere

Ramsey County Regional Railroad
Authority

50 West Kellogg Boulevard

Suite 665 RCGC — West

St. Paul, MN 55102

Environmental Health Division
Department of Health

121 E. Seventh Place

Suite 230

St. Paul, MN 55101

Thomas W. Balcom

Department of Natural Resources
Environmental Review Unit

500 Lafayette Road, Box 10

St. Paul, MN 55155

Mukhtar Thakur, Director

Minnesota Department of Transportation
Office of Passenger Rail Transit

395 John Ireland Boulevard, MS 620

St. Paul, MN 55155

Linda Milashuis, Referrals
Metropolitan Council of the Twin Cities
Mears Park Centre

230 E. Fifth Street

St. Paul, MN 55101-1629

Ramsey County Soil and Water
Conservation District

2015 Rice Street

Roseville, MN 55113

State Historical Preservation Office
Minnesota Historical Society

345 Kellogg Boulevard West

St. Paul, MN 55102

Minnesota Indian Affairs Council
522 Minnesota Avenue NW
Bemidji, MN 56601

Regulatory Functions Branch
U.S. Army Corp of Engineers
Army Corp of Engineers Center
190 Fifth Street E

St. Paul, MN 55101

Sandra Vargas, Hennepin County
Administrator

Hennepin County

Hennepin County Government Center
300 South 6™ Street

Minneapolis, MN 55487

Mike Larson, Planning Dept., City of
Minneapolis

City of Minneapolis

350 South 5% Street

Room 210, City Hall

Minneapolis, MN 55415

Marya White

Department of Public Service
200 Metro Square Building
121 E. Seventh Place

St. Panl, MN 55101

Gerald Larson

Minnesota Department of Transportation
MnDOT Environmental Services

395 Jobn Ireland Boulevard, MS 620

St. Paul, MN 55155

Beth Lockwood

Minnesota Pollution Control Agency
Operations and Planning Unit

520 Lafayette Road '

St. Paul, MN 55155

Dean Michalko, Sr. Professional Engineer
Hennepin County Regional Railroad
Authority

417 North 5" Street

Minneapolis, MN 55401-1362

Minneapolis Public Library
Environmental Conservation Library
300 Nicollet Mall

Minneapolis, MN 55401

Becky Balk

Department of Agriculture
90 W. Plato Boulevard

St. Paul, MN 55107

Capitol Region Watershed District
2015 Rice Street
Roseville, MN 55113

Middle Mississippi River Watershed
Management Organization

250 South 4™ Street

Suite 300 ]

Minneapolis, MN 55415

Paul Kirkwold, Manager

Ramsey County Office of County
Manager

250 Court House

15 West Kellogg

St. Paul, MN 55102

Gabe Guevara

Minnesota Department of
Transportation Library

Office of Passenger Rail Transit

395 John Ireland Boulevard, MS 475
St. Paul, MN 55155

Brian Sweeney, Director
St. Paul PED

1400 City Hall Annex
25 West Fourth Street
St. Paul, MN 55102

Jim Haertel

Board of Water and Soil Resources
One W. Water Street

Suite 200

St. Paul, MN 55107

Environmental Review Program
Environmental Quality Board
300 Centennial Building

658 Cedar Street

St. Paul, MN 55155

]

Hennepin County Soil and Water
Conservation District

6900 Wedgewood Road

Suite 140

Maple Grove, MN 55311

Twin Cities Field Review Office E.S.
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

4101 East 80" Street

Bloomington, MN 55425-1665

Carol Blackburn

Legislative Reference Library
645 State Office Building

St. Paul, MN 55155



MEETING HANDOUTS






_ c:eni‘raI— Co_rric;or —Tra_nsi.t P;ojc;ct ;’ul;lic ‘Scc-)pir—wg Meétinb
ATTENDANCE and SPEAKER SIGN IN SHEET

- - -

- -~

TITLE OF MEETING: Public Scoping Meeting

LOCATION: Sheraton Midway

DATE OF MEETING: June 26, 2001 TIME OF MEETING: 8:00 AM PAGE: OF;
ATTENDEE REPRESENTING STREET CITYISTATE/ZIP PHONE/FAX E-MAIL SPEAKER
VAN 209 Muvneapalis (@/13 |
AIDEN - "
M S GHET | SEH | 33— g5/
M A~k Mot 4
~lip: covnc| 6OL-175
Rob WoHe | ppunipoT bt
CHES MA o7
LeuEre
O | PP B RABA 1 Focblon | oyty o | 612207
d/lrt /2&»\4«7 Ad s e Ys§
/
&La.ur- =603 ! HA = Q[Q
AN KL 1M SIF i~
MOoreemenyt PPERRIA a SBYIY | 37878
SPO ES A5
hes JSAZ.T doa | 78 ! oo Plece | ST.Paol mw 65/5 :is Seetlres S "
ﬂZrSSgSAa-_t SSi/d
Tonry (5~ MELiore Gz 318 -%sL
w . e d s
Gmammres | IPRREH e S e e TFZ l-rzz7 |
Ress Onwersify (600 Oniviry | oL dul S\ 7T | oLy e O Aotplanet:
Starlkk UNITED Ave SSloy | YL qioms com

FENTRAT




Central Corridor Transit Project Public Scoping Meeting
ATTENDANCE and SPEAKER SIGN IN SHEET

TITLE OF MEETING: Public Scoping Meeting LOCATION: Sheraton Midway
DATE OF MEETING: June 26, 2001 TIME OF MEETING: 8:00 AM PAGE: OF:
ATTENDEE REPRESENTING STREET CITY/STATEIZIP PHONE/FAX E-MAIL SPEAKER
DAVE Hombley 756U Rfp) 65 7- QUE-/%8 Nieatect. |
GAGre | AT M | 21,000 At ie y9,
ud. /Shgl '
¥S2-992-396 | AShoppeG Allmt.co

Ml 9(\,7)5 \)A:Jrct)r\,?;,u 25 St e <) oo |
Rlpeon Hanszzr\ Distnet Zner? ToW. Md[o??@;ud . P@J &S - 7453 |

shaen .Irhnscn@dmfmw,c,,,

012-337-8843 | judympnitehon® cprices|

) WM | Lamadion .0, BoxS3D Mpls, MmN
M Taci €3¢ Ry h, Box P™ sedvo | 01z 39980
: Remsew Co, | _
Jnda ﬁqwmf N EZ%@L 24k 8360
1 Y6 B whe, 4, Q| @215 081 g \,\*trm{vqe_g_-on

Y\‘\ L\Mu.\ (‘70\&(‘}\; Mhanastans
QQI’ LS E“.q\)-

ESNAY B0 d
CMED) ™
Romasy Coturty. z:e-em;#wt ; -/ R
Mony. Jnoerike ) &f- Pant €562 | (,57-2306- 8§30
Janiee Uttwen }48%% 5517 Phme
ynMiverin .
BRI MU ATy UNIED Y [ b9 VNI AVE st P, 5‘;,0? 647-07 l

A’L(wLmjm«] C?<7 5thud |
‘; T"Eu_m ‘




-w W W W W W W W W W W W W = W

Central Corridor Transit Project Public Scoping Meetlng
ATTENDANCE and SPEAKER SIGN IN SHEET

TITLE OF MEETING: Public Scoping Meeting LOCATION: Sheraton Midway
DATE OF MEETING: June 26, 2001 TIME OF MEETING: 8:00 AM PAGE: OF:
ATTENDEE | REPRESENTING STREET CITY/STATEIZIP PHONEIFAX E-MAIL SPEAKER
A Wt M Quoaye | 1228 Wagvehy ;- 691+ 645 HRUH APl
Y"‘-‘,M’H"[ l.‘us[«\.ch T™MO 4 = F Tl ML) &5 ’Oi%k.—\pa.w‘ Mb‘d‘shem:\,\e’&’ X
B“” /\4470,:\ Colwmyong 3 |
in‘“)i‘”\’“m 9 Hte  [270 Gigfigll | S* Vay\ 26637
Onifth I H) PR, (7 gl (OO
L ER120 PRES s A 9973437
Dand | | Resilet| e Chat | 7 focp | 290 025
Sta L, S ~
@ 5 4
/ ﬂ/\/f////)/ | Sebto ﬁcb/ . S 7L’£ ‘f// 2 FE-5755
(}Q‘.QQ(Q ‘ QSISM‘ sz
DKol fotals S hepls 93- 6609
13 N SN aT Lo\ 248250/ KATTR WA= (@
MPLSD
MAT‘E \)\[ALKZK— Yeun. Co. . e BB 1O (o WENMRET KL MN - US
isq Lee [Trengit—| g1 Sheruprepe o | | Leelti@+e
A e Sunt Pud M8 55 102 (ﬁzz—éozs "fcfreanet org v
Paulo- Busining v | 176l Selloy sS4 .Pal 165161~ pmacceloce Casl. X laie
Moccaloee Unirs ity St Pant PN CYLOY ¢K90 v | 9oy
FENTDAT T



central Lorrigor | ransit Froject Fuplic dScoping vieetng
ATTENDANCE and SPEAKER SIGN IN SHEET

TITLE OF MEETING: Public Scoping Meeting LOCATION: Sheraton Midway

DATE OF MEETING: June 26, 2001 TIME OF MEETING: 8:00 AM PAGE: OF:
ATTENDEE REPRESENTING STREET CITY/STATE/ZIP PHONE/FAX E-MAIL SPEAKER
ol | DISTRer |\ b [(@/uy St Rl | 65
MoMeARCER A B/vd MNeeClen | ARRALU0YE
DoT (¥37 ST 7, (s (-~
m, L CAtT 2en tairad o] o 85755 | 2T -F63s |
- (‘ _
W“ AR Des VPR Moty S | PHTIR
DL~ | 5el S Ol fwsg| My SEqu | 013755
. 130l . P
W\W Nt SJJJQA.‘ 3+ P %

THE "
B B




Central Corridor Transit Project Public Scoping Meeting
ATTENDANCE and SPEAKER SIGN IN SHEET

TITLE OF MEETING: Public Scoping Meeting

LOCATION: Sheraton Midway

DATE OF MEETING: June 26, 2001 TIME OF MEETING: 8:00 AM PAGE: OF:
ATTENDEE REPRESENTING STREET CITY/STATE/ZIP PHONE/FAX E-MAIL SPEAKER
houn D 25 W At | S* fad
ME{“’A Q G (00 65[9"\
: Pt
G 3 Shrbnrnel 5ok, Panl) MV |65 Lo 7
%/Mnﬂo;c N S L s

F/WZ

7. v6e Y

Y

Froges,

LA Y
PN T e




Central Corridor Transit Project Public Scoping Meeting
ATTENDANCE SIGN IN SHEET

TITLE OF MEETING: Interagency Scoping Meeting | LOCATION: Sheraton Midway
DATE OF MEETING: June 26, 2001 TIME OF MEETING: 2:00 — 4:00 PM PAGE: OF:
ATTENDEE REPRESENTING - STREET CITY/STATE/ZIP PHONE/FAX E-MAIL

M: choe | MVTA 100 €. [Huwy I3 Burulle $327 | 9598027502 | Mabogy @ mite. com

bego

O 1K G/ 1R ) c ¢ :

LASZEwTA] L;?SY':?:N 5 77 W, TAC kSon)| CRICAS O, / é/_o S~ P50l | larecwrrar. U;.qe,,y(/;@;fuq,.
E\— o ML S-S, MmPLs MN S84 612472696 | enle_musionew & wrscory.
T =
A - Thwrege Hs John Jretord | St R, AN | (651)284-3243 | ann. Sehumid]

. B : S .
w Mo/ DOT Blm{-»AS 475 5516 1 @elef Sfataimn-es
U e Lo Ly bne| 1150060 Klyeron | afitleocber 2140 ) |
Coacl 2O’ O | ET-B04axy| mickas!. rogers @ cO
Q%U‘} CO‘) ” — . O 2 . vwéézg%a.m.us
205 Shn Fedahdl o TS\ 20 IRY
Dam¥nan MaBOT [ Bivel NS > 1072 0.\ Aall o Stademn U
nn Met . 7230 € GBS (51602 N2k | Welisse . Mmandarsehicd@
%m/\k& C /()u)/Lu/Q ( SPprl_SS102 Wwefe stade wan. us
Ao et 52 E v | M, . “2 792777
//‘W'g[&v Tl /i T 4
Driret. Crider  MetoTransit |56 ¢h 4 1)  |MAs 6r2.349779




Central Corridor Transit Project Public Scoping Meeting

ATTENDANCE SIGN IN SHEET

TITLE OF MEETING: Interagency Scoping Meeting | LOCATION: Sheraton Midway

DATE OF MEETING: June 26, 2001 TIME OF MEETING: 2:00 - 4:00 PM v PAGE: OF:
ATTENDEE REPRESENTING STREET CITY/STATE/ZIP PHONEIFAX E-MAIL
M\es Mn/DoT 345 John Sy Paul MO LSt 282-S30b wmile .Ch adaves @
SMW lf&\w\A &l‘/‘l' SS]SE @S ( Zg\.{,\.u(J dok.S"'ﬁk-Mﬁ-ul

THE °
FEMITD AL S [ ryyazl



Central Corridor Transit Project Public Scoping Meeting
ATTENDANCE and SPEAKER SIGN IN SHEET

TITLE OF MEETING: Public Scoping Meeting

LOCATION: Lifetrack Resources Job Search Center

DATE OF MEETING: June 26, 2001 TIME OF MEETING: 5:00 PM PAGE: OF:
ATTENDEE . REPRESENTING STREET CITY/STATE/ZIP PHONE/FAX E-MAIL SPEAKER
—_— Troy ao- oLl Mo | Sa Padde
S St ‘/&___,5 |
S ot | 1o iy 5= P 5510
= ATSTRNCT | \OLS™ HATS [T LA UL
\/Cfc PLaTy (e wocz‘wc-\/ ss1e 3 —t
\/ AR A 5570/ ST 270 | b/o o @
! o I
ﬁmmsé + 7 )6%({/ st Faul oY 05 adl.ce
Hm%,f%( SPBQWCS—# Y G5 -8 A <
/ %%F””W‘ ¢ lg3194s 2
. Rewiares Lo,
hivde Juopaii)| s g, e | 24-3340
grrce J 1707 A8 Aamp|l 3T s AL v
WrpER. |SET~ T ey , "
Jen Rosuays | 229, Sk fotse o {es) pw-3sy
WESSNER, |Gk, [ Sie st | ST SloL
Kol 5'21_4’: (3% W_ g/ 7
WI%QR. - “MM 5SIOL1 G /M‘/ 477
Jed 2\ |
g 2
(LossBrel Vesduny s7hl



Central Corridor Transit Project Public Scoping Meeting
ATTENDANCE and SPEAKER SIGN IN SHEET

TITLE OF MEETING: Public Scoping Meeting

LOCATION: Lifetrack Resources Job Search Center

DATE OF MEETING: June 26, 2001 TIME OF MEETING: 5:00 PM PAGE: OF;
ATTENDEE REPRESENTING STREET CITYISTATEIZIP PHONE/FAX E-MAIL SPEAKER
| shie
kot B e | g, ot s S
1,5 Wesken P 250 o &,J
2 oV“ an -\ Chao oLee@ Mol houg
Cleo lee “l%&*ﬁimm SR s -
RNV Frding? 1 /4 >§/
ce HBEXS
‘ Ay e(F asal @9 OscEsC | 4134 elley @G |
W{ZQQZ , \g:{, Lo HVE MUT $+}P¢ou\ Gk Kell 7\ et 7<
, / St 55105 Lo Sam\\Y
g@ VEr (rege | STEVV Palsed | 2074 Viince 2uy CF pre- 657 600 4285 | havser @soChot, Com
Assec, s/ ¢ , |
7T P | <56

CENTRAL




Central Corridor Transit Project Public Scoping Meeting
ATTENDANCE SIGN IN SHEET

TITLE OF MEETING: {migragemey Scoping Meeting

LOCATION: Shetatonidway

DATE OF MEETING: June 26, 2001 TIME OF MEETING: £:00 ~ #:00 PM PAGE: oF
ATTENDEE REPRESENTING STREET CITYISTATE/ZIP PHONE/FAX E-MAIL 6W
/L ' 2\SF Rebl < ol (ol | 50 GUY  |Hhomuwell @ =
CVL:('ZKL\AL\ 5% 3\ SS ey L& b s ke o e L (
Y, | — . . ML . prorce
el P | 3109 CBALL | SP 55100 651,288 et i o
s Sut\in CSU- LYY -
L DEMANA | Pl L 150% 4“\\’\( S € sy 1045 <
@ - Mowyavanl Y2 Unia- Aue. G~ o<1
QQ LONG | Condidode. | L. Suike S5 e} QQJ <X 0Y [

LIRS



Central Corridor Transit Project Public Scoping Meeting
ATTENDANCE SIGN IN SHEET

TITLE OF MEETING: lateragenty Scoping Meeting

LOCATION: Sheratomiviidway

DATE OF MEETING: June 26, 2001 TIME OF MEETING: %00 — £:00 PM PAGE: OF: y

/ATTENDEE T REPRESENTING STREET CITYISTATE/ZIP PHONE/FAX E-MAIL ~pr

\/w | sel g (728 “‘T‘Q M G m 65T 645 -%25& M(P@;@LNAVW e (N

mde uvl‘ﬁ)/\ﬁ .
(\ [aY7 W —_— S

\'/_

I
AREnh Ragsan i »



[N

Central Corridor Transit Project Public Scoping Meeting
ATTENDANCE SIGN IN SHEET

TITLE OF MEETING: dntoragénay-Scoping Meeting LOCATION: Sheratorrividwai—

DATE OF MEETING: June 26, 2001 TIME OF MEETING: 00 -&00 PM PAGE:
ATTENDEE REPRESENTING STREET CITY/STATEIZIP PHONE/FAX E-MAIL
Ww SB/oF
o WBS Aeonle s7 | ST Ay |57 68/ 2196
- [




Central Corridor Transit Project Public Scoping Meeting
ATTENDANCE SIGN IN SHEET

TITLE OF MEETING: Interagansy Scoping Meeting

LOCATION: Sheraton-Midway—.

DATE OF MEETING: June 26, 2001 TIME OF MEETING: 200 -@00 PM PAGE: OF:
ATTENDEE. REPRESENTING STREET CITY/STATE/ZIP PHONE/FAX E-MAIL SpLelt
TIM 4terean éﬂ ‘\’EN'— ) 2)5 W ‘if\ ‘\’*u" A\ 156864 |tgnthin@ ploneer
\WE RfF@on> . SI%TH S “ \ovieX . ) .
b 55107 Plonet i binel |
T -
CENTRAL R R




Central Corridor Transit Project Public Scoping Meeting
ATTENDANCE and SPEAKER SIGN IN SHEET

TITLE OF MEETING: Public Scoping Meeting

LOCATION: Radisson Metrodome

b — T — -

DATE OF MEETING: June 27, 2001 TIME OF MEETING: 5:00 PM | PAGE: OF:
ATTENDEE REPRESENTING STREET CITYISTATE/ZIP PHONE/FAX E-MAIL SPEAKER
Dean Fezpect BR Ovlve [Mpls N [(6LRD ST %
lLuwdt mwﬁwe.s_s SEH W ANFE

] 2( " ) (08 o€ /or Mellsrnn _ G/ -3 7?

U}C‘ / / p//}/{}(‘z—' AV. 2, fphs S<peo I§&E7 X
Kuth ~ 20| Bedford 14 [¢lz-362- [Ruth ld, |

gv;r';z.‘re, resident St SE Mpls Ss4 1Y e Lgbb:{»:@egfi“

Traus B0 | 024 Sefly 05l 4767 .

&Vb . Liv. (WM‘ St qu"f Sfffda,(;g,o‘( 1298 ba%efkmrat;eﬂ,m,_ Ve

iz nbeTh ﬁ’ms@iaf ay Lelin Mf[s lr(2-277 & z,erbZ e 7
Zerby M Ace- SSULY| EAS Ytk o . e

Do) r1c K <7, SPO\(,\C g
L_C;jow Y‘\ﬁ_)\

DUY._zaﬂ ré{iw /b 00 and sfs P [ 6 s54sY| (IT ;_;5;2 Lo wa~ool @g .

% O UL D Coritns | P ¢ ,
Joda WEer | IEDBRustsg pijjs sTH6Y) G220 - Fypep Vhutsranen £
Ejumﬂé\‘ D¢ #}AL M 7Y | ’ wloc.d?a.dvj; '
PAUC T ORG N AE MBLs WO | bLz 3 S@KO‘B' ,
Zerey | Feswerr M ssap |z 309U ER -

SN




-~ - L4 ~ - - - - - - L d ~— - - - - . . - - - - e  wr s e W W

Central Corndor Trans:t Project Publlc Scoping Meeting
ATTENDANCE and SPEAKER SIGN IN SHEET

TITLE OF MEETING: Public Scoping Meeting LOCATION: Radisson Metrodome
DATE OF MEETING: June 27, 2001 TIME OF MEETING: 5:00 PM PAGE: OF:
ATTENDEE REPRESENTING STREET CITY/STATE/ZIP PHONE/FAX E-MAIL SPEAKER
f\h(’f C[C«f{( _&Z:ﬁﬁ%%'q Ot & Nwﬁ’ ,0 s. "N Gﬁl} X0 | clorO219 Eummedu X
Seld 3o Ghu (612)623 -9 SO0 L ®
Re 17“’#/4‘7%% . Ave. € % % @Lé" 3?,,,1
. Cestuesin [sa. Vecol: € ca.
//{Q l/e@b /am« Tefer M aa}/é“' ,l/(p/; 0{2_-3‘/7'5?01/ [’W.Anepn. wmn.u S
Kuss + Chvra ecsuss | (6 Fhart | s k| e X737 | rpemoEn @ |
ey | & (6r2) GHATENY, et
VZ'W)‘ Ponsgns |1 dov (¢ MV Ll o« Gapden
- J L3 VG
6—,5,@{,/» ’rftwsp GPop Su-TH- h’}" S0 & b @/"W(IAZ&: ¢ O
Tuliaw \ 35 MabboowneSE (2 -378-9%
oulnee,  |TPERSE | Loy st T Jltoumed
%\V(,, B Cvomp, | T SR G 20 G 1T (R0 ~338- 7765 | Rolgh. Jochan@ @unont com
'Y \" / 7 ¢

QQ\L\UW\ Guwup o 20&7\; Y

Michoel Rl 2120 Xerxes | Minneapalis MN .

Mwe.be\’ Sl Ave N Y::’l;{:bzl;as bl2-522-5609| ]

FoC TR G 6lé-
66’//%%4«” S L= 3313%
CENTRAL I




Central Corridor Transit Project Public Scoping Meeting
ATTENDANCE and SPEAKER SIGN IN SHEET

TITLE OF MEETING: Public Scoping Meeting

LOCATION: Radisson Metrodome

DATE OF MEETING: June 27, 2001 TIME OF MEETING: 5:00 PM PAGE: OF:‘
ATTENDEE . REPRESE’NEING STREET CITYISTATE/ZIP PHONE/FAX EjMA.L SP‘EAKER
=Y S< (5 /?—28’ Naquue (A; ' Se
247 ~ M M*—;’%’;‘i o9 S Tl papn w Rhpele@ Efreju el
ALL VEL M Cﬂé | Mﬂm. M 7
[ 4 Sa- evalT | (3] Sherdvrne e (57) 27:21’99 2z
L2l Nt | ST Fond M 5 S/03 2035
| Leel H@ Tfreenet.
org
/ -
| woplel e 4 copes pf The
/ Mﬁ%’/‘wﬁm W u; 9‘74./ 720
borae W%% }

iy o
Wa. IRVYR IV




ventral Lorriaor |1ransit Froject rFuplic Scoping ivieeting

ATTENDANCE and SPEAKER SIGN IN SHEET

TITLE OF MEETING: Public Scoping Meeting

LOCATION: Radisson Metrodome

DATE OF MEETING: June 27, 2001 TIME OF MEETING: 5:00 PM PAGE: OF:
ATTENDEE REPRESENTING STREET CITY/STATE/ZIP PHONE/FAX E-MAIL SPEAKER
Nollinsheacf

CENTRAL D




Central Corridor Transit Project
Public Scoping Meeting

PRESENTATION AGENDA
June 26, 2001 - 8:00AM and 5:00PM

June 27, 2001 - 5:00PM

- 1. Introduction
= Purpose of the Meeting
= Organizational Structure of the RCRRA, PMT, CC
2. How We Got Here
= History of Project and Public Involvement
» Purpose and Need for Project
3. Environmental Review
=  Planning Process
= Universe of Alternatives

Alternatives to be evaluated in the Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS)

No-Build
- Transportation Systems Management (TSM)
- Light Rail Transit (LRT)
Busway/Bus Rapid Transit (BRT)
= lssues to be Addressed in the EIS
= Public Involvement Process
=  Schedule

4. Alternative Alignments and Station Area Review

= Alignment Descriptions
= Station Area Design Guidelines
= Proposed Station Site Locations

5. Conclude Formal Presentation and Comments from the Public

ST



Central Corridor Transit Project Public Scoping Meeting

Comment Sheet

1. Alternatives:

No Build

Comment:

Transportation System Management (TSM)

Comment:

Light Rail Transit (LRT) — University Avenue

Comment:

Light Rail Transit (LRT) —1-94

Comment:

Busway/Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) — University

Comment:

2. Stations:

3. General Comments: (Submit additional pages if necessary)

[

- 4. Name (optional)
’ Address:
E-Mail address:

Telephone: Fax:

Please put your comments in the comment box tonight or Submit by July 20, 2001 to:
Steve Morris, RCRRA, 50 West Kellogg Boulevard, Suite 665, St. Paul, Minnesota 55102.
If you have any questions please contact Steve Morris at Phone: (651) 266-2784,
TDD 1(800) 627-3529, Fax: (651) 266-2761 or via e-mail at steve.morris@co.ramsey.mn.us

Thank you for attending this Public Scoping Meeting!




CeNTRAL CORRIDOR LINKS THE CORE
DESTINATIONS

The 11-mile long Central Corridor runs
between downtown St. Paul and down-
town Minneapolis. It is a vibrant and busy
area, packed with strong neighborhoods,
institutions, businesses and attractions.
Along with the two downtowns, major
centers of activity include the University
of Minnesota and the Midway area. The
Central Corridor is bordered by the
Burlington Northern Santa Fe (BNSF)
Northern Mainline on the north and the
Canadian Pacific Railway (CP Rail) Short
Line Rail on the south.

The Central Corridor is key to the region's
connectivity. Interstate-94 and University
Avenue are already major arteries for car
traffic. An improved public transit option
in the Central Corridor would form the
third side of an intermodal triangle,

together with the Hiawatha Light Rail
Transit line and the Riverview Bus Rapid
Transit corridor. While this triangle would
connect the Central Corridor with the
Mall of America and the Minneapolis - St.
Paul International Airport, it would also
form a solid base for efficient and reliable
transit services across the metro region.

JoIN Us To Discuss TRANSIT
AND TRANSPORTATION ISSUES IN
THE CENTRAL CORRIDOR

Tuesday, June 26, 2001

Sheraton Midway

8:00 to 9:30 AM Public Meeting

2:00 to 4:00 PM Interagency Meeting

Tuesday, June 26, 2001
Lifetrack Resources Job Search Center
5:00 to 8:00 PM Public Meeting

Wednesday, June 27, 2001
Radisson Metrodome
5:00 to 8:00 PM Public Meeting

Narthstar
Corgidor

C jdor
Light Rail
Transit

Central Corridor Study Area
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ISSUES

All across the Twin Cities, traffic and transportation
problems are increasingly on people’s minds. The
2000 Metropolitan State University Civic Confidence
Survey found that 31.2 percent of respondents felt
that traffic and transportation are the biggest prob-
lems facing the region. That was more than twice the
next most popular concern.

* Traffic is Already Congested

Between 1990 and 1998, daily traffic volumes rose
more than 24 percent along 1-94 in the Central
Corridor. The traffic increases are causing congestion
and breakdowns in the system. This traffic growth is
expected to continue.

« Further Rapid Growth Predicted

This Corridor is densely populated and the number of
people living in the area is expected to grow. In addi-
tion, employment growth has been occurring and is
expected to continue. Between 2000 and 2020,
employment is expected to grow 22 percent through-
out the total Corridor with a 17 percent increase in
downtown St. Paul and a 31 percent increase in
downtown Minneapolis.

« Lack of Parking Limits Growth

New housing and commercial projects continue to be
built throughout the area to house all this growth.
Further redevelopment in the downtowns would
cause additional pressure on already limited parking
reducing opportunity for additional redevelopment.

* Responses

Local and regional governments have acknowledged
that the social and economic constraints are too
high to expand the existing roadway infrastructure in
the Corridor. Stakeholders need to look to operating
improvements for the current roadways along with
investments in alternative modes of transportation
to address the area’s increasing congestion.

The consideration of additional mass transit options
would improve transportation in the Central
Corridor while protecting the livability of the urban
core and strengthen access for residents, students,
visitors and employees. Improved Central Corridor
transit can also contribute to the “Smart Growth”
ideals that the state of Minnesota has endorsed. >

BACKGROUND

Throughout the last two decades, the Central
Corridor has been the focus of several studies regard-
ing the feasibility of various mass transit technolo-
gies. Each of these studies has identified the Central
Corridor as the region's priority corridor for mass
transit investment. The current 2020 Long-Range
Transportation Plan and the State Transportation
Improvement Program (STIP) both include funding
commitments for the proposed Central Corridor
Transit Project.

In February 2000, the Ramsey County Regional
Railroad Authority (RCRRA) initiated the Central
Corridor Transit Study to identify the mass transit
options for the Central Corridor. Preliminary phases
of the study identified the purpose and need for
transportation improvements in the Corridor and
identified and screened potential mass transit
options that would meet the purpose and need.

The transit technologies initially considered for the
Central Corridor included: Bus Transit, Busway/Bus
Rapid Transit, Light Rail Transit, Commuter Rail,
Streetcar, Heavy Rail Transit, Monorail, Automated
Guideway Transit, Personal Rapid Transit, and
Magnetic Levitation. The seven route alignments ini-
tially studied were the Burlington Northern Santa Fe
Northern Mainline, Burlington Northern Santa Fe
Southern Mainline, Pierce Butler Route, University
Avenue, 1-94, Canadian Pacific Railway, and Canadian
Pacific Railway West.

Following a multiple-phase screening process, it was
determined that the potential mass transit options
that would address the purpose and need for the
Central Corridor include: Light Rail Transit (LRT) and
Busway/Bus Rapid Transit (BRT).

Light RailTransit




Also, a Public Involvement Program has been devel-
oped and initiated. Activities include a web site,
newsletters; informational meetings, and public hear-

ings. >

Stupy GOALS AND OBIECTIVES

To address the need for transit improvements in the
Corridor, the following goals and objectives were
developed to serve as the framework for this study:

Economic Opportunity and Investment

= Support investments in infrastructure, business,
and community that sustain the heart of the region

« Promote a reliable transit system that allows an
efficient, effective land use development pattern in
major activity centers which minimizes parking
demand, facilitates the highest and best use of
adjacent properties, and gives employers confi-
dence that employees can travel to/from work

Communities and Environment

* Facilitate the preservation and enhancement of
neighborhoods in the Central Corridor

» Acknowledge the individual character and aspira-
tions of each place served, and of the region as a
whole

* Support regional goals for: cleaner air and water,
more efficient energy use, and a safer and health-
ier environment

Transportation and Mobility

* Create transportation improvements that add peo-
ple carrying capacity, minimize operating costs,
improve operating efficiency, provide high quallty
modal alternatives, and reinforce the region’s
transportation system

* Expand opportunities for all users to move freely to,
through, and within the Central Corridor

 Enhance the existing transportation infrastructure
to serve the high number of transit dependent per-
sons in the Central Corridor.

>

of ‘Trafsportation -arnd. the Metropohtan Council on
public transit and transportation issues in the Central
Corridor relative to alternatives analysis, environmen-

tal review, .public involvement, and other matters. -

Membership on the Committee is - dictated by
Minnesota statute, and includes representation from
the Minnesota Department of Transportation
(Mn/DOT), Metropolitan Council, Ramsey and
Hennepin Counties, the Cities of St. Paul and
Minneapolis, and the University of Minnesota. The
Red Rock Corridor representative votes only on com-
muter rail issues and the Northstar Corridor repre-
sentative is a non-voting member.

>

H STUDY AREA

*Voting Members: 7
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EIS PROCESS AND SCHEDULE

The Environmental impact Statement (EIS) for the
Central Corridor Transit Project is a federally mandat-
ed requirement of the National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA), and is being undertaken by the Federal
Transit Administration (FTA). The EIS phase of the
transportation planning process allows for careful
consideration of the design, costs, and benefits of the
transportation alternatives, while also addressing
potential traffic and transportation management,
social, economic and environmental impacts that
may result. Conceptual engineering support will
define the physical and operational aspects of the
project sufficiently to assess environmental and trans-
portation system effects. The analysis in the EIS will:

* Refine the proposed transportation
improvements.

» Assess social, economic, and environmental
impacts, such as land use, acquisitions and dis-
placements, traffic, community effects, parklands,
visual and aesthetic conditions, historic and archae-
ological resources, safety and security, area plan-
ning and development opportunities, and noise
and vibration.

We Are Here

Notice of Intent and
Notice in Local
Newspapers

May 2001

Workshops

» Identify Cultural Resources to evaluate and deter-
mine impacts to standing structures and archaeo-
logical sites, as required by Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act.

* Analyze transportation system impacts, such as
effects of roadway operations, bus system opera-
tions and facilities, parking demands, railroad oper-
ations, and pedestrian and bicycle issues.

* Prepare capital cost estimates, including engi-
neering, design, right-of-way acquisition, and the
purchase of transit vehicles.

« Estimate and analyze operating and maintenance
costs, ridership demand and revenues.

During the development of the EIS, the Central
Corridor Transit Project Team will work closely with
the representatives of communities potentially affect-
ed by proposed project improvements. Several com-
mittees will review and provide input on the environ-
mental and technical analysis. Workshops will be
held to present information to affected neighbor-
hoods. Communications with the public will continue
through newsletters, the web site, and other public
outreach efforts.

>

Selection of Alternatives to be
Evaluated in DEIS

Draft EIS
Preparation

Summer 2001-
Winter 2002

Public Meetings .

. Web

e ——— —
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OPPORTUNITIES FOR CONTINUING PuBLIC Ways to get inveived:

INVOLVEMENT
*Call: (651) 266-2784

You are encouraged to keep commenting, offering *Fax:  (651) 266-2761

suggestions, asking questions and expressing your *Web:  CentralCorridor.org

concerns during the “scoping” process and through-  * Email:  steve.morris@co.ramsey.mn.us

out the development of the EIS. We want to make *TDD:  1(800) 627-3529

sure that the development of our transportation sys- ) . .
tem is discussed ancllJ decided in an open, collabora-  *Join us at neighborhood workshops and public
tive and comprehensive process. meetings

« Invite a Central Corridor representative to give a
presentation to your group, organization or busi-
ness

+ Add your name to the mailing list by calling or
writing us at:
Steve Morris, Project Manager
Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority (RCRRA)

50 West Kellogg Boulevard, Suite 665
St. Paul, Minnesota 55102

The Scoping Comment period closes on July 20,
2001. Please submit your comments prior to that

date.
>

Selection of Preferred
Alternative

Draft EIS Draft EIS Review Final EIS Record of Decision
Distributed - and Comment
(Public Meetings)
Winter Spring Spring Summer
2002 2002 2002 2002
e . Newsletters . Public Outreach
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ScoPING ProcEss

What is Scoping?

The first step in the EIS process is called “Scoping”.
Scoping is a major part of the environmental and
community impact assessment process. It is required
by law in the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) so that the public and the appropriate gov-
ernmental agencies are involved early in the decision-
making process and can make sure that their con-
cerns are addressed early in project planning. The
Central Corridor Transit Project is complying with all
federal and state regulations regarding the evaluation
of the alternatives to provide needed transportation
services within the Central Corridor.

Why is Scoping Important?

The purpose of scoping is to inform the public, elected officials, and
governmental review agencies that the EIS process is beginning. In
addition to initiating dialogue on the proposed transportation alter-
natives, scoping is instrumental in identifying issues to be considered
and/or resolved during the Central Corridor EIS process.

At the Scoping meetings, the project team will explain the EIS process,
describe the alternatives being considered, the benefits and impacts
being evaluated during the EIS process, present the public involve-
ment program and ask for ideas and comments from the audience.
The environmental analysis will be developed to give an understand-
ing of what is being proposed, how much it will cost, what benefits
will be gained, and what impacts can be expected. The participants
are welcome to address any aspect of the proposed project, including
the alternatives to be studied (see page 7).

Results of Scoping

At the end of the Scoping process, a Scoping
Summary Report will be prepared documenting the
process by which the alternatives were refined and
selected for evaluation in the EIS. The report will doc-
ument the comments received, describe the meeting
preparations, content and attendance. Decisions of
the Central Corridor Coordinating Committee and
Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the refined
scope of the project will also be addressed.

&




ALTERNATIVES TO BE STUDIED IN THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

The transportation alternatives currently proposed for consideration for the Central Corridor Draft EIS include:

» No-Build Alternative — No change to transportation services or facilities in the Central Corridor beyond
already committed projects. This includes only those roadway and transit improvements defined in the
appropriate agencies’ Long Range Transportation Plans and Transit Development Plans for which funding
has been committed.

» Transportation System Management (TSM) Alternative — Low cost transportation infrastructure and bus
transit improvements for the Central Corridor. Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS), Travel Demand

Management (TDM), bus operations and other TSM improvements will be included in this alternative.

- Busway/Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Alternative — Service on exclusive right-of-way between downtown
Minneapolis and downtown St. Paul on University Avenue.

» Light Rail Transit (LRT) Alternatives — Service between downtown Minneapolis and downtown St. Paul on
either University Avenue or |-94.
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A WORD ABoUT COMMUTER RALL . . .

Although two commuter rail options were being considered during preliminary phases of the Central
Corridor Transit Study, based on regional commuter rail connections and system planning, funding and ,

operating agency responsibility; the evaluation of the commuter rail options will be deferred to a separate
environmental document.




SHARE YOUR VIEWS
YOU ARE INVITED To attend one of the Scoping Meetings.
We want your input to define the options to be evaluated in the EIS; to identify the social, economic and
environmental impacts to be evaluated; and to suggest alternative options that are less costly or have fewer
environmental impacts while achieving similar transportation objectives.

The same project information will be presented at the following meetings.

Tuesday, June 26, 2001 Tuesday, June 26, 2001 Wednesday, June 27, 2001
Sheraton Midway Lifetrack Resources Job Search Center Radisson Metrodome
400 North Hamline Avenue 709 University Avenue West 615 Washington Avenue SE
St. Paul, MN 55104 | St. Paul, MN 55104 Minneapolis, MN 55414
8:00 to 9:30 AM  Public Meeting 5:00 to 8:00 PM Public Meeting 5:00 to 8:00 PM Public Meeting
2:00 to 4:00 PM Interagency Meeting
] } 1 ] 2 REGH:
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A Meeting site

P Steve Morris, Project Manager

CENTRAL S . . ) .

CoRRIDOR amsey County Regional Railroad Authority (RCRRA)
50 West Kellogg Boulevard, Suite 665
St. Paul, Minnesota 55102

Telephone: (651) 266-2784

Fax: (651) 266-2761

E-mail: steve.morris@co.ramsey.mn.us
TDD: 1 (800) 627-3529
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Phone message left on July 10, 2001 on Central Corridor alternatives.

Calling as a resident of the Midway area and private citizen. Advocates light rail in the
corridor and transit generally. Is glad to see Hiawatha LRT being built and hopes Central
will get LRT. Thinks that “public transit” might be a better termn than “mass transity’
Y
y:

4
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Sent by e-mail to Message Question E-mail Address Date Submitted Send
RCRRA Staff E-mail
Yes- Please mail your newsletter to my home address. rwitte@hiawatha-Irt.org 11/6/00 3:50:06 PM Yes
11-13-00- Robert Witte 1T 354 11th Avenue South South St
: Paul, MN 55073 Thank You Rob
Yes- Since your not talking about placing transiton any ~ How could 11/8/00 2:21:45 PM
11-13-00 street other than where it already is located, the improved transit
neighborhood will not change, Matter of fact, in help your
Denver, the transit which extends north from neighborhood and
downtown, has done absolutely nothing to this meet community
depressed area, Possibly the comments you needs?
obtained where from residents who thought
different routes would be included? We all know
surveys are based upon the phrasing of the question.
Who are you kidding
Yes- Exactly who are the community leaders who think ADPowers@worldnet.attn  11/8/00 2:27:35 PM Yes
11-13-00 this is good for our neighborhood? and where do ot
they live in relationship to this corridor?
Yes - Major investment in transit is needed in the Central  How could 11/17/00 12:39:00 PM
1/22/01 Corridor, Any large investment needs to be improved transit
designed to move people faster than the current help your
system; that way people will be willing to switch neighborhood and
from driving to transit. The only way to do this with meet community
reasonable cost is with an OPTION A LRT subway  needs?

under University Ave from Lexington west to the
river, or with LRT OPTION B that would include a
subway on Washington Avenue at the U of M. For
LRT Option B, the number of rush-hour stops
should be minimized between the downtown St
Paul and the U; Snelling and 280 should suffice,
These should be designed as substantial stations
with multiple escalators, climate control, moving
sidewalks, roomy waiting areas, and internal bus
stops, Other off-peak stations should be as simple as
possible, added over time, and not built every mile.
Higher speed, frequent LRT service would allow

the elimination of routes 94BCD which would save

more on bus costs. A trolley service could later be
built east of 280 on University after Option B once
ridership is established on the main intercity line,
There is no substitute for fast service. The major
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trip generators are the U of M, 280 area, and the
two downtowns. Fast connections would ensure that
commuters would use-this corridor. According to
the 1990 Draft EIS, the I-94 alignment would use

the least energy, have fewer short-term construction

impacts, interrupt traffic less, decrease VMT most,
cost less over time, and get better ridership, With a
projected reopening of the St Paul Union Depot as
the AMTRAK station, a fast connection from there
to the U of M and Minneapolis is vital for business
and school travelers, Commuter rail will not be able
to provide frequent enough service to cover this.

Yes -
11/20/00

Major investment in transit is needed in the Central
Corridor. Any large investment needs to be
designed to move people faster than the current
system; that way people will be willing to switch
from driving to transit. The only way to do this with
reasonable cost is with an OPTION A LRT subway
under University Ave from Lexington west to the

* river, or with LRT OPTION B that would include a

subway on Washington Avenue at the U of M. For
LRT Option B, the number of rush-hour stops
should be minimized between the downtown St
Paul and the U; Snelling and 280 should suffice,
These should be designed as substantial stations
with multiple escalators, climate control, moving
sidewalks, roomy waiting areas, and internal bus
stops. Other off-peak stations should be as simple as
possible, added over time, and not built every mile.
Higher speed, frequent LRT service would allow
the elimination of routes 94BCD which would save
more on bus costs. A trolley service could later be
built east of 280 on University after Option B once
ridership is established on the main intercity line.
There is no substitute for fast service. The major
trip generators are the U of M, 280 area, and the
two downtowns. Fast connections would ensure that
commuters would use this corridor, According to
the 1990 Draft EIS, the 1-94 alignment would use
the least energy, have fawer short-term construction
impacts, interrupt traffic less, decrease VMT most,
cost less over time, and get better ridership. With a
projected reopening of the St Paul Union Depot as

How could
improved transit
help your
neighborhood and
meet community
needs?

11/17/00 12:39:00 PM
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the AMTRAK station, a fast connection from there
to the U of M and Minneapolis is vital for business
and school travelers, Commuter rail will not be able
to provide frequent enough service to cover this,

12/6/00 12:17:37 AM

Yes — I would like to see Light Rail Option B, Rail isthe =~ Which route do
12/11/00 only way that you are going to pull people out of you favor? Why?
their cars. You have a great website, The best transit
website I have ever seen, You have to really lobby
the legislature this session for some money, WE
LRT!
Yes— Please send me updates on this project. Thanks, mary. jackson@dot.statem  [/16/01 3:56:35 PM Yes
1/17/01 n.us
Yes— I am a big supporter of adding a light rail line in the kpartenh@bowdoin.edu 1/17/01 3:31:04 PM Yes
1/22/01 Central Corridor. Light Rail is much more pleasant
than buses and it adds a certain character to the city.
The tracks on the street give the system much more
of a presence in the city and remind those in cars
that there's a system in operation on the same street
they drive their cars on,
Yes— Better services will attract more riders thus reduce ~ How could 1/18/01 12:32:09 AM
1/22/01 pollution and. improve neighborhood improved transit
help your’
neighborhood and
meet community
needs?
Yes - LRT since this will connect neighborhoods and Which option do 1/18/01 12:42:10 AM
1/22/01 better serve the current bus riders and you favor? Why?

routes.Busway is 2nd choice LRT should be on a
seperate right-of -way.
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Yes— This is a very inclusive and open site for all types melissa@jewishcommunit  1/18/01 8:47:10 AM Yes
1722/01 and levels of viewers. It is encouraging to see the yaction,org ‘
multiple languages offered! Thank you and Good
Jjob! Melissa Manderschied Jewish Community
Action
Yes - As aresident of Prospect Park, I think the route ‘Which route do 1/19/01 3:25:12 PM
1/22/01 should be as close to this residential neighborhood  you favor? Why?
as possible, Certainly not north of University.
Yes — This site is great! Good work. Darren darren.toboit@co.ramsey.  1/23/01 4:58:17 PM Yes
2/8/01 mn,us
Yes - Improved transit would help meet my communities  How could 1/24/01 9:45:01 AM
2/8/01 needs by offering people a choice for commuting, improved transit
something other than a single occupant vehicle. help your
This is the root of the current transporation system  neighborhood and
woes, It is obvious the people of this area are not meet community
prepared to spend what it would take to sufficiently  needs?

widen and straighten to alleviate congestion. Nor do
I think it is a good idea to do so. Transit (especially
electric commuter trains, streetcars, and fuel cell
vehicles) are cleaner and more efficient, thus
generating a very substantial savings to the people
of the area in terms of dollars, air quality, and
quality of life, I work in downtown St. Paul, and my
wife works in downtown Minneapolis. The current
level of transit service is woefully inadequate,
Buses run only every half hour during rush hour,
and compete with other commuters on traffic
clogged expressways. I am willing to pay more in
taxes and in fares to shorten the length of my daily
commute, and make it more reliable. I have come
the realization that it is impossible to make a bus
run on time, but you can make a train run on time,
The Germans prove that on a daily basis, It's time
the people of this area demand nothing but the
highest quality transportation and transit systems
and infrastructure, and stop being satisfied with
mediocrity. This from a nation that put a man on the
moon ¢ver thirty years ago,
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Yes Z
2/8/01

Please take the name of Dr Susan Clarke / Cathedral
Hill Business Association off your mailing list. The
association is now called the Selby Area Business
Association, 400 Selby St Paul, and the President is
Terry Madden. Thank you. Susan Clarke.
(NOTE—This was updated in our database on 2-8-
0!. KRL)

total_health@healingcircle.
com

1/25/01 9:25:26 AM

No

Yes - -

2/8/01

Please change the Red Rock link to
www,redrockrail.org Mark Gander Depty PM
Parsons Transportation Group 612-370-2618 .
(NOTE~—This was updated in our database on 2-8-
01. KRL)

mark. gander@parsons.com

2/6/01 9:58:51 AM

Yes

Yes —
3/13/01

The direct linkage between convenient downtown
terminals, and the capability of stops at the
University, the Amtrak station, and the midway
shopping area, are attractive features of a dedicated
busway or light rail. The buses could be electric
powered to avoid further air pollution.

Which route do
you favor? Why?

2/9/01 10:59:39 PM

Yes —
3/13/01

Light Rail, Option B: Option B is better than A
because it does not stop as often. A rail system
should not stop as often as a bus, only a bus should
make such frequent stops. The line is designed to
connect the two downtowns and I feel that most
people would be wanting to simply get from one
point to the other, not inbetween. The Commuter
Rail would function like this, howeverithasa
drawback, it is not seen by everyday users, our
current, road-based communities have hidden them
from view, To be accepted people need to have it
right in front of them, not in a place where they
need to go Jook for it, Commuter Rail would be a
second option and/or in conjunction with Light
Rail, Rapid Transit Bus, like all bus systems, seem
to detract from the problem of too many roads, they
need as much if not more road to run on than cars,
We need to maike a strong commitment to Rail, that
was the answer in the past and is still a great option,
Make a proposition to the public: "Give us the same

- amount of money that you pay for the purchase and

upkeep of your car and we'll make you the best
mass transit system you have ever seen! Complete
with leather seats with breakfast lunch and dinner
on the house!

Which route do
you favor? Why?

2/13/01 9:24:34 AM
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Yes —
3/13/01

After reading Toni Coleman’s story in the February
17th edition of the Pioneer Press, I felt it was time
to get off my duff and get my thoughts out about a
potential “Central Corridor” Line. Although I have
worked in the private sector my entire life, I have
always been what my wife calls a “Transit Geek", If
we visit a city that has a subway or metro, I'm on it!
University Avenue has intrigued me as a transit
corridor for many years. Although to many people,
it looks like a long stretch of city that has worn out
its usefulness (accept as-an inter-model truck depot)
I see something else, [ would call it the “Worlds
Longest Urban Village”, Most of the stretch of
University (from the State Capitol ‘til the U of M)
there are business that hug the street with blocks
and blocks of housing on their side of it. The setting
is conducive for transit to run down the spine. If one
was to build a dedicated transit line (light rail, bus
or even a subway) along (or under) the street and
work with developers to see the potential in it, you
could create a retail/residential transit village from
Saint Paul to Minneapolis, As long as you live
within five to six blocks of University (walking
distance) you could have two downtowns, the State
Government, a major university and literally
hundreds of small, medium and large businesses to
work and shop at, All without driving anywhere!
Which come first, transit or the Egg... The old
adage of “build it and they will come must be used
here, Until a convenient safe mode of transit is built
on the “spine” of University, stores and
developments will not build in an urban village
fashion (close to street with parking in the back. We
will see more car-focused projects like the Cub
Foods/Kmart/Mervyns’s development from a few
years ago. To the ideas on the table... In my
opinion, the only way that a transit corridor can be
successful is to have the line “dedicated”. This
means that be it busway or light rail, it can’t just run
the same as the buses do today. If we don’t give the
transit vehicle the right of way through traffic lights
(like emergency vehicles have) you will be building

How could
improved transit
help your
neighborhood and
meet community
needs?

2/17/01 8:40:45 AM
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a very expensive bus route 16 with stations. As for
the commuter line, who will ride this? Although
commuter lines MUST be utilized to get people to
and from the suburbs, I don’t see what a line off the
retail/residential area gets us, It would seem like it
would be used to get between the downtowns and
not really change anything in the along University. 1
look forward to further developments in the
“Central Corridor Spine” and trust the planners will
use creativity and be future~focused in their
planning, Cities are evolving in the United States.
Slowly but surly, they are reclaiming their place as
being “pedestrian friendly”. Projects like this can
accelerate (or retard) this rebirth, Thanks! Brad
Bellaver Saint Paul (Hamline-Midway)

Yes -
3/13/01

Please put me on your mailing list

bradbel@yahoo.com

2/17/01 8:54:01 AM

Yes

Yeg -
3/13/01

Commuter rail, Why? Because all of the existing
freight railroad tracks are in place. With all of the
price locations current railroad tracks is all of the
right-of-way for depots and parking. Commuter rail
is a lot cheaper then LRT. Look at Hiawatha LRT
700 million = about 6 million tax payer dollars per
mile of LRT plus the 14 million dollars to operate
the Hiawatha LRT line, With commuter rail and a
scaled back bus service is the way to go to relieve
traffic congestion and to get commuters to point A
to peint B, Further increasing the bus routes only
contributes to more traffic congestion,

Which option do

you favor? Why?

2/19/01 2:38:53 PM

Yes—
3/13/01

I'm writing to share my views as a tax payer in
Minnesota. I'm against as most twin citians are
about the 11.3 mile Hiawatha LRT line. As you
know the price is way over 700 million dollars. The
price per mile is around 60 million dollars and
climbing. Also the 14 million dollars per year to
run/operate the Hiawatha LRT line is in my view
totally ridiculous and is straight forward fiscally
irresponsible. How can you justify this ludicrous
spending of tax payers money? I've done my fair
share of reading on LRT vs, Commuter rail transit,
As you know, commuter rail is far more wise and

fiscally responsible for solving the 7 county area

rreardon@pclink.com

2/19/01 2:46.08 PM

Yes
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traffic congestion. Just compare the dollars. With
comumuter lines Minnesota (seven county metro
area) has an abundant amount of current railroad
tracks. With the abundant railroad tracks, especially
in Saint Paul, you also have all of the R-O-W's for
depots and parking. Justlook at all of the great
railroad routes within the twin cities, I believe a
well planned commuter rail system in the twin cities
along with a scaled back bus service is the proper
and fiscally responsible way to go. Commuter rail
will help relieve traffic congestion if planned right
where as Hiawatha LRT line will not relieve traffic
congestion. Robert J. Reardon, Jr.

 Yes-— Who or what organizations make up the central mary.cummins@house.leg.  2/19/01 12:57:47 PM Yes
3/13/01 corridor Also what issues are you dealing with? Is it state.mn.us
only transit through $t, Paul to Minneapolis or is it
Transit in the St. Paul area such as the bus route
through 7th street. - Mary Cummins
Yes - Great site Thank you, Please send me information at karen.lyons@metc.statem  3/6/01 1:15:08 PM Yes
3/13/0] Metropolitan Council regarding Central Corridor n.us
activities
Yes— www.metrotransit.org should be added to "Other adam.harrington@metc.sta  3/8/01 2:52:34 PM Yes
3/13/01 Transit Links" Adam Harrington, Manager Route & te.mn.us
System Planning Metro Transit 560 6th Ave N
Mpls, MN 55411
Yes - Enter subscription barthold@aol.com 3/10/01 3:40:26 PM Yes
3/13/01
Yes - I want LRT built along University Ave, inorderto ~ What do you 3/28/01 4:56:16 PM
4/2/01 connect the two downtowns, We have been lacking  think would be
a swift moving alternative since june of 1954-long  different? What's
enough, I say; the time is ripe forACTION!!! Stop  the most
studying and by all means start building!!! important impact
According to met council statistics, congestion costs  to you? To your
the metro area over ! BILLION dollars in lost community?
regional productivity!! Is that not motivation
enough??7?
Yes— LRT because it has a smooth, quality ride-more Which option do 3/28/01 5:00:42 PM
4/2/01 appealing than bus, plus, once its built, It wouldbe  you favor? Why?
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very unlikely to be removed, due to cost, It would
be neccessary, then, to do whatever it takes to make
it sucesessful

Yes —~ 2008 1s too far out, The system should be up and Lsfdunlap@qwest.net 3/28/01 5:02:48 PM Yes
4/2/01 running by that time What can be done to speed up

the process?? | '
Yes - light rail on University Ave. Just like this route best. Which route do 3/29/01 7:31:00 PM
4/2/01 : you faver? Why?
Yes— " Please also include the Metropolitan Council Melissa.manderschied@me  4/12/01 11:04:14 AM Yes
4/16/01 members in your mailings, You can send these to te.state.mn.u

Sandi Lindstrom, 651 602 1390.
Yes— Please email me the Central Corridor Sentinel and Sharon, hansen@districtene  4/25/01 1:29:45 PM Yes
4/30/01 any other location of publication that would alert rgy.com

me to upcoming meetings and minutes, Thanks!
Yes — Will you please forward the Agenda for the April Mahlum@myar¢.com 4/25/01 3:09:19 PM Yes
4/30/01 26 meeting of the Central Corridor Coordinating

Committee, Thank you.
Yes— LRT on or near University Ave. Much more Which route do 5/5/01 9:55:54 PM
5/7/01 pleasing to board and get off nearer to businesses you favor? Why?

along the way.




Yes —
5/14/01

WEBSITE COMMENTS

Ilove the commuter rail idea. I moved here from
New York where the commuter rail is option is very
popular, Commuter rail would be cheaper, faster
and would cover more area than the other options.

Which route do
you favor? Why?

5/8/01 2:06:44 AM

Yos -
5/14/01

I prefer the Light Rail Transit. The reason it is
prefered over the bus route is because of the much
higher efficiency of a rail line and lower polution,
Maintainance of the rail line would be performed by
the transit co. as opposed to busses that tear up city
streets, and hide the cost of repair by not getting
involved in the repair. They just sweep that issue
under the rug. Commuter rail seems to big a project
for the small distances that are shown. That kind of
operation should be reserved for the St. Cloud sort
of route,

Which route do
you favor? Why?

5/10/01 9:03:27 PM

Yes—
5/14/01

I wish to receive the newsletter

argdant@bitstream. net

5/11/01 11:50:47 AM

Yes

Yes—
- 5/18/01

I see that the LRT might be built very close to my
property. I want to know more about the plans and
legislation ASAP,

aredant@bitstream.net

5/15/01 2:28:04 PM

Yes

Yes -
5/18/01

LRT Option B, supported by frequent local bus
service, | don't believe that the two downtowns are
far enough apart to merit commuter rail service. |
don't fully understand BRT but I'm guessing it lacks
the pizzazz of LRT, I think LRT Option A would
not move.people quickly enough to be appealing to
automobile commuters.

Which optiondo
you favor? Why?

5/17/01 10:48:44 PM

Yes—
5/18/01

LRT Option B on Unjversity for efficient
movement between the downtowns, combined with
frequent bus service on University for local
mobility.

Which route do
you favor? Why?

5/17/01 10:30:38 PM

Yes —
5/18/01

I have to believe that getting inter-downtown
commuters out of the [-94 ditch and back onto an
urban street would positively impact the built
environment in the long run, It would raise the
expectations for University Avenue, as well as
bring a certain percentage of riders who "just have

How could
improved transit
help your
neighborhood and
meet community
needs?

5/17/01 10:37:55 PM
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to stop and see what the heok that Tittle shop 1 all
about."

affordable, It can't happen fast enough in the Twin
Cities!

Yes - Previously active with Minnesotans for LRT; larrytawil@hotmail.com 5/21/01 6:24:31 PM Yes
5/29/01 currently registered with (MN) Citizens for
Personal Rapid Transit.
" Yes - Light Rail route preferred. The Hiawatha line's ‘Which route do 5/23/01 12:34:39 PM
5/29/01 value will not be truely utilized unless the system is  you favor? Why?
expanded to provide effective transportation .
solutions,
Yes - I would prefer the limited stop light rail or one of How could 5/24/01 7:50:34 AM
5/29/01 the commuter rail routes, _improved transit
help your
neighborhood and
meet community
needs?
Yes — e-mail me the central corridor sentinel bander@staplesnet.com 5/24/01 7:33;59 AM Yes
5/29/01 :
Yes— How long has the Commuter Rail been in operation tcl@sandag.org 5/31/01 11:09:08 AM Yes
6/5/01 in Minn? Likewise with LRT? I was hoping to get
some mileage, ridership, and modal split numbers
for your LRT and commuter rail. Who might I
contact to get ahold of this information? Thanks for
your time,
Yes~ Hello, may I have a copy of the minutes from your sharon.hansen@districtene ~ 6/5/01 11:05:35 AM Yes
6/5/01 last meeting? I believe the last one was held on rgy.com
April 26th? Also, when is your next meeting?
Please reply to: sharon.hansen@districtenergy.com
thank you!
Yes- please update meetings and events on this website aredant@bitstream.net 6/6/01 1(:22:41 AM Yes
6/11/01 to reflect the scheduled community meetings later o
Yes - Light Rail Transit, Every major city has one, and it  Whichroutedo  Em-1 6/13/01 11:13:15 PM _K'
6/18/01 makes living there 50 much more convenient and you favor? Why? "
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Yes—~ I feel that the corridor should be served by light rail ' Which route do Em-2 6/15/01 1:42:02 AM
6/18/01 and the Red Rock commuter line should extend to  you favor? Why?
downtown Minneapolis via the proposed southern
commuter rail route. I think this would give
commuters the maximum flexibility in choosing a
ride. I also think that Snelling ave would be a good
candidate for a north-south Irt alignment because of
the myriad attractions (colleges, fair grounds, etc.)

along it.
Yos - LRT option B on University avenue AND Which route do Em-3 6/17/01 9:47:47 PM
6/18/01 commuter rail. 1. Stations less than | mile apart you favor? Why?

slow down service too much, no better than a bus
line. 2, University is ripe for the development that
LRT would bring. 3. Commuter rail would be the
downtown-to- downtown express service,
comnecting to a future high-speed rail terminal in

* Saint Paul.
Yes— 1 live near Pelham and University and already take ~ Which route do Em-4 6/20/01 12:13:09 PM
6/20/01 the freeway flyer to work in St.Paul (Mpls in the you favor? Why?

past). I would like to see light rail or commuter rail
along the line that passes over [94 and under Pelam
at the Overnight Express trucking company. It
would bea good station location and would tie in
one block from the 16A and 50 bus routes.

Yes— Having used the subways in Boston and New York, =~ Which route do Em-5 6/20/01 12;17:10 PM
06/20/01 I prefer the commuter rail option, That would you favor? Why?
eliminate traffic congestion hassles that will tie up
the light rail lines operating on the same roads as
the autcs. Sharing the roads will not save time if
there's an accident or bad weather,

Yes~— Improved mass wwansit would hopefully reduce air How could Em-6 6/20/01 12:22:53 PM
06/20/01 pollution and traffic. I would suggest running it improved transit
from Minneapolis to Woodbury, to pick up the help your
influx of employees driving inbound to Minneapolis neighborhood and
in the morning and outbound at night. If it could meet community
save time and there was a park and ride lot at the needs?

station, you could have a large number of riders.
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Yes — LRT on University built with a focus on bicycle and 'Which route do Em-7 6/22/01 8:53:08 AM
6/25/01 pedestrian use, along with mixed-use transit you faver? Why?

oriented development. 21st century transit corridors

cannot be designed to accommodate current levels

‘of auto use -~ you are going to need to remove most

on- street parking to allow for movement of people

and goods - on foot, on the train, on bikes, on

wheelchairs... not cars. Sustainability is not an

option when you are spending this kind of $§8.
Yes ~ I would like to become more involved. Please hydrovacinc@earthlink.net  6/21/01 12:25:18 PM Yes
6/25/01 include me in on your informational mailings,

Thank you « Jon Tupy

_ Em-8
Yes—~ We need better transit...please keep up the good nedzb@mac.com 6/23/01 3:39:53 PM Yes
6/25/01 fight,
Em-9 .

Yes— RAPID TRANSIT BUS MORE PRACTICAL Which route do Em-10 6/27/01 1:46:49 PM
7/2/01 CAN CHANGE ROUTES IF RIDERSHIP you favor? Why?

CHANGES
Yes— IDONT BELEIVE IT WOULD THE HEALTH How could Em-11 6/27/01 2:01:58 PM
7/2/01 OF A NEIGHBORHOOD IS BASED PURELY improved transit

ON SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC MATTERS NOT  help your

ON ABUS RIDE SO I REALLY DON,T THINK  neighborhood and

IT WILL IMPROVE THE HEALTH CF A meet community

NEIGHBORHOOD needs?
Yes - I work for the Metro Council in the Public Affairs byron.johnson@metc.state.  6/27/01 6:55:40 PM Yes
7/2/01 office. I'd like to kesp abreast of any and all mn. us

pertinant issues. Thank you, Byron Johnson

_ Em-~- 12

Yes - Courtney Ewing, S.E. Mpls., It's been a longtime What are your Em-13 6/28/01 12:05:12 AM
7/2/01 coming,lets make this lightrail vision a reality, use  goals for the

tunnel vision for this project also,and take Central Corridor?

advantage of our natural land and resources, We

remain stuck in the 80's here, it's 2 new decade, we

have to advance!
Yes — I favor LRT, because it'll deffinitely get people out ~ Which route do Em- 14 6/28/01 12:16:25 AM
7/2101 of their cars! The bus is a stupid idea, half or you favor? Why?
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probably all the people that take the bus do not like
the service!

you also publish an email address that isn't good?
R Subject:
Undeliverable: Protest on Advancing Deéadline for
Public Comments on Central Corridor Scoping
Date: Tue, 03 Jul 2001 15;56:07 -0500 From:
System Administrator To: stevenc@mn.rr.com
Your message To; Steve Morris@co.ramsey.mn.us
Ce: Joan,Campbell@ci.minneapolis.mn.us;
Patricia.Kelly@ci.minneapolis.mn.us;

rep.phyllis. kahn@house.leg.state.mn.us;
sen.larry.pogemiller@senate. leg.state. mn. us;
Peter.McLaughlin@co.hennepin.mn,us Subject:
Protest on Advancing Deadline for Public
Comments on Central Corridor Scoping Sent: Tue,
3 Jul 2001 13:51:59 -0500 did not reach the
following recipient(s):
Steve.Morris@co.ramsey.mn.us on Tue, 3 Jul 2001
15:56:03 -0500 The recipient name is not

Em-19

Yes— DO NOT FAVOR ANY ROUTE IF MEANS Which route do Em- 15 6/28/01 7:48:51 AM
7/2/01 LOSEING HOUSES NOT A WORD HAS BEEN  you favor? Why?

MENTIONED ABOUT THAT!
Yes - The Central Corridor is a great idea and we should ~ What are your Em- 16 6/28/01 11:20:07 PM
7/2/01 go through with it if we don't want to have an goals for the

economic breakdown in the metro area, as I fear Central Corridor?

may happen in the next 25 years if nothing is done
Yes —~ The Central Corridor is a great idea and we should =~ What are your Em-17 6/28/01 11:24:13 PM
712101 go through with it if we don't want to have an goals for the

economic breakdown in the metro area, as [ fear Central Corridor?

may happen in the next 25 years if nothing is done
Yes ~ 1 really love trains. I used to take the "EL" in dalekjv@yahoo.com 6/28/01 12:27:16 AM Yes
7/2/01 Chicago, never had a problem with crime or

anything, so let's stop being stuck in the 80's here

and advance like the other major cities in the world,

buses don't get it done! What are you afraid of?

Em- 18

Yeos - The following message was sent to Steve Morris stevenc@mn.T.com 7/3/01 5:36:33 PM No
7/9/01 and came back "addressee unknown": How come
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recognized The MTS-ID of the original message is:
c=Us;a=
;p=ramsey;l=ISMAIL101070320563G8N1SAK
MSEXCH:IMS:RAMSEY:WEST:ISMAIL] 0
(000C05A6) Unknown Recipient Subject: Protest
on Advancing Deadline for Public Comments on
Central Corr idor Scoping Date: Tue, 3 Jul 2001
13:51:59 ~0500 From: stevenc@mn.rr.com To;
Steve Morris@co.ramsey.mn.us CC:
Joan,Campbell@ci.minneapolis.mn.us,
Patricia.Kelly@ci.minneapolis,mn.us,

rep.phyllis. kahn@house,leg.state.mn.us,

sen.larry. pogemiller@senate.leg.state.mn,us,
Peter.McLaughlin@co.hennepin.mn.us Dear Mr,
Morrtis; The scoping process for the Central
Corridor LRT originally included a period for
public comment from "June - August.” We now
find that not only have you come up with a new
alternative (4th Street) but that you have advanced
the date for public comment to July 20, 2001. The
Executive Committee of the Prospect Park East
River Road Neighborhood Association has directed
me to protest that action, This is it. From our
position, your adding of a new alternative and
cutting the public comment time looks very much
like you are not serious about public comment. It
really looks like you are saying, "let's cut them off
early so we can get back to deciding what we are
going to do to them." Advancing that deadline date,
particularly after publishing a later one, is grossly
unfair. We ask you to restore the original deadline
of August 31st, I'm sure that you appreciate that
LRT siting is a complicated and difficult issue.
Cutting the time for public response is never
appropriate but particularly for a major undertaking
like this. In our particular case, the next regular
neighborhood meeting is not until after your new
deadline, That puts us in an impossible situation,
caused by the preemptory advance of the deadline
date, of not being able to take our position to the
membership for their consideration, There is one
separate but related matter. Several members of our
Executive Committee attended on of the scoping
meetings at the Sheraton Midway. One of them
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' politely suggested that advancing the deadline was

unfair, In response, a member of your staff
dismissed him in an imperious tone stating, "that's
our rules, get over it." You need to convey to your
staff that such an attitude toward the public is never
productive and that, in ihis particular case, the staff
member picked the wrong neighborhood association
to abuse. We don't take orders from public officials
to "get over it" to heart. Thank you for your prompt
consideration of this matter and the restoration of
the original deadline. Steve Cross President,
PPERRIA Home: 612-376-0094 Work: 651-205-
1092

Yeg -
7/9/01

1. What % of automobile traffic on 194 between the ADPowers(@att.net
downtowns of St. Paul and Minneapolis belong to

residents of these two cities? 2. How will Central

Corridor changes eliminate the thousands of cars

streaming into the twincities from 35E and 35W7 If

we eliminated the suburban traffic there would be

no central city congestion, ‘
Em-20

7/5/01 9:33:35 PM

Yes

Yes — .

7/18/01

Light Rail Which route do Em-~21
you favor? Why?

7/10/01 3:25:24 PM

Yeos~
7/18/01

Why is Personal Rapid Transit not one of the How could Em-22
options? It will offer the conveniences of acar,ata  improved transit

price that doesn't have to be subsidized, and won't help your

have the emissions of a bus or car, A complete list  neighborhood and

of alternatives should include Personal Rapid meet community

Transit. needs?

7/18/01 8:59:28 AM

Yes—
7123101

I would favor the commuter rail option for the Which route do Em-23
Midway neighborhood is currently land locked and  you favor? Why?

it would make good use of the rail lines. what about

biking through the corridor? Getting to the River

Road is dangerous from Midway, An obvious

solution would be to make a bike lane on Snelling

that leads down to Energy Park Drive and give

Energy Park a bike lane so commuters are not

competing with truck traffic.

7/19/01 9:47:27 AM

Yes -

I have always been a large supporter of a rail Which route do Em - 24

7/19/01 11:32:29 AM
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7/23/01 system in MSP, It is obvious that the Bus system in  you favor? Why?
K the city has failed and it is time to look eise where.
In looking at the routes here it looks to me as the
‘primary usuage of the Central Corridor is for transit
between Minneapolis and St Paul, and not nesesary
for transportation to businesses between the two.
Which to me seems like Commuter Rail would be
the better choice based on its ability to move more
passengers faster, across the distance

Yes — please send me the sentinel. thank you walzx009@te.umn.edu 7/19/01 9:42:44 AM Yes
7/23/01 Em-25




epariment of Natural Resources

500 Lafayette Road
Se. Poaul, Minnesots 55155-40__

Tuly 19, 2001 BY FACSIMILE
Hard Copy to Follow

Mr. Steve Morris, Project Manager .

Ramsey County Regional Rail Authority (RCRRA)
50 West Kellogg Boulevard, Suite 665

St Paul, MN 55102

- RE: Central Corridor Transit Project,
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) Scoping Process

Dear Mr. Morris:

The Department of Natural Resources (DNR) has reviewed the Central Comridor Scoping
Booklet for the EIS Scoping Process for the Central Corridor Transit Project. The purpose of
this study is to address the need for transit improvements in the corridor. We offer the following
cornments, issues, and concems for your consideration to be included scope of the EIS being
prepared.

Energy Use
Energy use is directly related to the sustainability of natural systems. The system that is

the most energy efficient during its construction, operation and maintepance phases will be the
most effective in epsuring that natural systems are sustained. The no-build alternative
encourages the continually growing use of individual automobiles that are polluting and energy
inefficient.

Naturai Systems

The Mississippi River is the primary natural system in the Central Corxidor. It receives
significant amounts of pollutant-laden storm water and snow melt directly from the existing
transportation facilities. This study should discuss an alternative or parts of an altemative that
significantly reduces the pollutant load to the river.

Threatened and Endangered Species

A discussion of the presence of and impact upon this issue is normally included in an
Envirommental Inpact Statement. Although the study area is highly urbanized, there are state-
listed rare species in the area. Both the state and federal listings should be reviewed for potential
impacts. In particular, the DNR’s Natural Heritage and Nongame Rescarch Progam maintains a
database of Minnesota’s rare or otherwise significant species, natural comununities, or other

DNR Information: 651-296-6157 + 1-888-646-6267 * TTY: 65]-296-5484 = 1-800-657-3929

An Equal Opportonity Employer Printed on Recycled Py iafning
- par Co B
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Mr. S. Morris, Project Manager
Tuly 19, 2001
Page 2

natural features. If you have pot done so already, please contact Sarah Hoffman in the DNR’s
Division of Ecological Services (651-296-7863) or by e-mail to sarah hoffman@dnr.state.mn.us
for information about requesting a Natural Henitage database search for your project study area.

Native Plants

Major redevelopment projects offer opportunities for re-vegetating previously developed
areas. Landscaping plans should utilize native plants and wildlife habitat should be incorporated
as much as possible,

Thank you for the opportunity to participate in the EBIS scoping process for this corridor
. project.

If you have questions about this letter, please contact Charlotte Cohn of tay staff at (651)
296-4790. ’ : _

Sihcerely,

Thomas W. Balcom, Supervisor

Enviropmental Review Section
Office of Management and Budget Services

o Kathleen Wallace
Wayne Barstad
Steve Colvin
Joe Oschwald
Sarah Hoffinan

CENTRAL CORRIDOR TRANSIT PROJECT DOC
# 19930046-0004

- o,



UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA
BOARD OF REGENTS

Facilities Committee July 12, 2001

Agends Item: Central Corridor Transit Plan: Resolution

[ review X review/action [0 action [] discussion

Presenters: Vice President Eric Kruse
Vice President Sandra Gardebring
Harvey Turner, Director, Planning and Programming
Jan Morlock, Director, Community Relations

Purpose:

Update the Board of Regents with regard to progress made to limit the number of Central
Corridor alternatives the University proposes the Central Corridor planners further evaluate
and to seek Regents approval of the attached resolution which proposes the following two
alternatives:

* Afeasible northerly Light Rail Transit alignment over the existing # 9 railroad bridge that
provides for excellent connectivity vnth University intra-campus shuttle bus service and
future development.

* A modified Bus Rapid Transit alignment on Washington Avenue that provides improved
bus service to the University, with East and West Bank stahons and with no exclusive
transit lines through campus.

Outline of Key Points:

The Central Corridor planners and the University have examined the following alternatives to
serve the Umvermty commumnity:

¢ Alternative A: Washington Avenue (below grade);
» Alterpative B: # 9 Railroad Bridge / Railroad Corridor north of the Minneapolis Campus;
* Alternative C: Washington Avenue (at grade); and

« Alternative D: # 9 Railroad Bridge / University Avenue SE and 4™ Street SE.

A “no build” altematxve and management improvements to the existing system are aiso being
studied.

At the conclusion of the alternative examination process, one alternative will be selected.

a



Background Information:

The Light Rail Transit or dedicated busway alternatives have been discussed with the Board of
Regents in March, April, and June 2001.

President's Recommendation for Action:

The President recommends approval of the attached resolution relating to Central Corridor
Light Rail Transit or Dedicated Busway Alternatives.

[ S~



UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA
BOARD OF REGENTS

RESOLUTION RELATED TO CENTRAL CORRIDOR
LIGHT RAIL TRANSIT OR DEDICATED BUSWAY ALTERNATIVES

WHEREAS, the following Light Rail Transit or dedicated busway alternatives have been
discussed with the Board of Regents in March, April, and June 2001:

e Alternative A: A route through campus on Washington Avenue (the Avenue) below grade,
through a tunnel from Coffman Memorial Union 1o east of Oak Street. On the East Bank, at
" least one station would likely need to be below grade to service both sides of the Avenue.
On the West Bank, the probable location for a station would be between Walter F. Mondale
Hall and Blegen Hall at grade on the Avenue;

* Alternative B: An alignment over the existing # 9 railroad bridge, along the north edge of the
campus in the existing railroad corridor. East of Oak Street it could follow the ransitway
right-of-way. This aliernative offers the opportunity to interface with the inter-campus
shuttle bus system to serve both the East and West Bank campuses. It may also facilitate the
development of the “research park™ as a multi-modal development;

» Alernative C: A route through campus on the Avenue at grade. This alternative would likely
have the same station location on the West Bank as the below grade alternative. A number of
issues arise with this alternative on the East Bank: (need to be explored) station location, auto
traffic and parking, existing transit service, interface with inter-campus shuttle bus system,
and impacts on the built environment (pedestrian access, bicycle usage, landscape, and
noise); _

» Alternative D: An alignment over the existing # 9 railroad bridge, connecting with the one-
way pairs of University Avenue SE east bound and 4™ Street SE west bound. The issues
associated with this alignment: feasibility from an engineering perspective, station location(s)
on the East Bank, interconnectivity with the inter-campus shuttle bus sysiem; and

1'%



- WHEREAS, the University’s evaluation of the alternatives is based upon the f01]0w1n°
planning principles:

‘e Analignment that best serves existing transit users and can attract the largest number of new
riders in the University community on the Minneapolis East and West Bank Campus;

» Provide transit services within an affordable fare structure;

¢ New transit modes and alignments must increase the capacity and improve the quality of the
total transportation system;

» Stations should be located and designed for the convenience of wransit users, pedestrians and
bicyclists;

e The introduction of new transit alternatives must be done in a manner that does not
negatively impact the campus environment; and

WHEREAS, the University of Minnesota Twin Cities Campus Master Plan — 1996 (the
Master Plan) states “Consideration should be given to changing the cross-section of the Avenue
to accommeodate a single lane of traffic in each direction, separated by a landscaped ‘pedestrian-
friendly’ median. ... The two outside lanes of the street should be dedicated to a busway rouie,
with the potential to accommodate Light Rail Transit in the futore™; and

WHEREAS, since the completion of the Master Plan and the last study of the Avenue, -
Umiversity-related pedestrian and auto use of the Avenue has intensified: larger replacement
parking facility at Harvard Street, 700 additional student housing beds (Riverbend Commons,
Territorial Hall Addition and Frontier Hall Addition), increased parking capacity at Riverbend
Commons, projected future addition of 381,000 gross square feet of space in the Academic
Health Center, and the proposed future addition to the Weisman Art Museum; and

WHEREAS, based upon the changed conditions on the Avenue, the Master Plan’s
consideration to accomimodate Light Rail Transit at grade on the Avenue is no longer determined
10 be appropriate by the University; and

WHEREAS, the Central Corridor planners have requested that the University reduce the
number of altemnatives for further study; and

WHEREAS, the University has consulted with a broad range of internal and external
- stakeholders and has considered the alignment aliemnatives in light of the future potcnuai growth
and dcvclopmcm of the University; and

WHEREAS, the University recognizes the physical, economic, political and operational
advantages and disadvantages of the various altematives,

I



NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the University recommends that the
“#ollowing alternatives be evaluated for the Central Comidor:

» A feasible northerly Light Rail Transit alignment over the existing # 9 railroad bridge that
provides for excellent connectivity with University intra-campus shuttle bus service and
future development;

Wok)

> A modified Bus Rapid Transit alignment on-&he»gvenuc that provides improved bus service
to the University, with East and West Bank stations, and with no exclusive transit lanes
through campus; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that if the Central Corridor planners decide to study a
. Light Rail Transit alignment on the Avenue, the University requires that the alignment and
‘'station be below grade in a tunnel; and

: BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that if the Central Corridor planners proceed with an

alternative that proposes to close a section of the Avenue to automobile traffic through the
campus, that the section of the Avenue to be closed be vacated and the land become a part of the
~ campus; and

BE IT FINALLY RESOLVED that if a section of the Avenue is vacated and becomes a
part of the campus, the University would grant the necessary utility and surface easements
-needed to accommodate acceptable transit service.

/5
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Yaly 19,2001

Mr. Steve Morris _

Project Manager — Central Comidor

Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
665 Ramsey County Govemnment Center - West
50 West Kellogg Boulevard

St. Paul, MN 55102

Re:  DRAFT City of Minneapolis Comments on the Scoping Process
for the Central Corridor Alignments throngh the University of
Minnesota

Dear Mr. Momis:

The City appreciates the hard work that the RCRRA and its consultants have
put forth to assist the City of Mimeapolis with its review of the Central
Corridor alignments. The City understands that the Scoping Process comment
period ends July 20, 2001 and that the full City Council action will occur on
July 27, 2001. Thetefore, this letter will serve as a draft response on the
scoping comments. A formal final response will be received shortly after the
July 27 City Council action.

Cited in previous City of Minneapolis resolutions from 1991 and 1992
regarding the Central Corridor, the City stated a preference that LRT be placed
below grade along Washington Avenue on the University East Bank campus.

As such the City realizes that the current Environmental Process is in the
Scoping Phase and the City looks forward to further discussions with all
participants regarding a successfil Central Corridor project. Therefore, the
following City comments are broad in nature to reflect the level of detail
presented in this scoping process.

Please find below the City of Minneapolis comments regarding the University
area LRT alignments for the Central Comridor Project. It is understood there
are four alignments:

Alignment 1 - Washington Avenue Tunnel

Alignment 2 — Washington Avenue At-Grade

Alignment 3 —Bridge 9 North (Railroad Corridor) :
Alignment 4 — Bridge 9 south (University Avenue/4™ Street)
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In the past weeks, Ms. Mackenzie and Mr. Wertjes have participated in munerous meetings with U of
M, Hennepin County, Metro Transit, MnDOT and the Central Corridor consultants (URS/BRW) to
discuss these alignments. On July 11, the Planning Department, Public Works Department and
MCDA staffs met to discuss the four alignments. Opportunities/strengths and constraints/weaknesses
for each LRT alignment were developed by City staff and are presented as an attachment.

Summary of City Comments
1. A Washingion Avenue alignment is preferred, based on the following considerations:

A Wéshington Avenue alignment would serve the high density areas, create the highest potential
ridership, provide convenient connections to other wansit and shuttles, and allow realization of

operating cost efficiencies in Minneapolis.

Washington Avenue represents the primary east-west transit axis through the campus area. This
alignment would serve both the West and East Banks of the Minneapolis campus providing
convenient transit access to the pritnary university destinations.

While the majority of the University’s future growth is envisioned to occur north of University
Avenue adjacent to SEMI, this new development is not envisioned to produce or attract a
significant number of transit trips, as compared to the existing University Mall area. In addition,
when comparing this future growth area to the University Mall ares, it is also true that the density
of transit trips will never be 2s dense as the destinations around the Mall, Therefore, transit
demand along the north side of the campus most likely will be significantly less than that in the
university core adjacent to Washington Avenue,

A Washington Avenne alignment would maintain a high level of service to the University while
concurrently minimizing the sumber of bus trips along Washington, Many of the trips provided by
Routes 16 and 50 between downtown Minneapolis and the University could be replaced by LRT
or BRT. Reduced Route 16 and 50 bus volurnes would result in additional Washington Avenue
street space for campus shuttle buses.

The north side of the campus would continue to be served by the existing Metro Transit and
campus shutile buses. In the fixture, these buses could stop at LRT or BRT stations providing
access to distant buildings and parking, as well as to the St. Paul campus.

Some selected Route 52 buses (express bus service to the University) could be reoriented to LRT
stations outside the unjversity area. Riders would transfer to LRT stations and use the Central
Corridor LRT to the University. The Route 52 bus trips would therefore no longer enter the
campus area, thereby further reducing bus volumes and congestion along Washington Avenue
while also reducing Route 52 operating costs.

2. The Bridge 9 ahgnments that continue along Dinkytown railroad corridor (Alignment 3) or the
University Avenue/4™ Street (Alipnment 4) arc not recommended based on the following
considerations:
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Alignments along University/4™ or the Dinkytown railroad corridor would not serve the
University core directly. Shuttle buses would be required to transfer riders from LRT to the West
and East Bank campuses. In this case, the majority of transit users destined to the University
would face an additional transfer, thereby rendering LRT a less attractive modal alternative.

A Central Corridor alignment via Bndge 9 is expected impact traffic and adjacent deveiopment
"along the River Parkway, South 2™ Street, and Chicago Avenue in the Mills District. The 2
Street to Chicago Ave alignment causes concerns for parking and service funct:ons relative to the
proposed Guthrie and Mill City Museum.

Right-of-way acquisition from Mississippi River to the Metrodome is significant. The 90 degree
turn proposed at 2™ Street and Chicago will conflict with current development projects already
underway or upcoming. If any of the Bridge 9 alignments proceed forward, the City will request
alternative alignments in the Mills District area.

Alignments 3 and 4 both would eliminate the proposed U of M bicycle trail on Bridge 9.

Regarding the Alignment 4 — Univeristyf4“’, the access between the depressed Bridge 9 railroad
right-of-way and University/4™ may impsct adjacent businesses as well as the planned
development of the Dinkytown bypass. Propaty acquisition may be required for access from
street level to the railroad right-of way. To minimize or avoid property acqmmnon, extensive
modification or replacement of current bridges at University Avenue and the 4% Street/1s™
Avenue SE intersection may be required. The ‘couplet’ one way service alignment will aﬁ'ect
some businesses, mostly by restricting access on the south side of both University Ave and 4”
Street. The “couplet” one-way operation poses confusion to riders apd will increase costs of
station construction, as there will be a need for paired station platforms near 15™ Avenue and Ozk
Street.

City Recommendation:

Washington Avenue should be retained as the preferred alignment alternative through University of
Minnesota, Minneapolis Campus, and into Downtown Minneapolis. The key City of Minneapolis
objectives are to:.

» Maximize ridership

» Minimize travel time and maintain transit reliability °

» Improve pedestrian environment, access, and safety

» Maintain or minimize traffic flow impacts

* Limit impacts on adjacent land uses

« Prioritize transit service 1o facilitate the continued development of designated Growth Centers
~ such as Downtown and the University of Minnesota/ SEMI area.
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‘While an exclusive transit right-of-way is desirable, all measures to facilitate reliable LRT operation
along Washington Avenue should be examined. All traffic engineering solutions should be examined
to safely accommodate tumn lanes and pedestrians, as well as mixed-flow operations with other transit
vehicles or with general traffic. If an at-grade Washington Avenue alignment is deemed infeasible,
then a tinnel alignment should be examined in the Environmental Process.

If you have firther questions about these comments, please feel free to contact Ms. MacKenzie, Mr.
Wertjes, or myself.

ce: Council Member Campbell, Chuck Ballentine, Brian Lokkesmoe, Greg Finstad, Jon Wertjes,
Monique MacKenize

Attachments

Central Corridor— Alignment Options in the U of M Area (X pages)
=
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(draft) CENTRAL CORRIDOR LRT ALIGNMENT OPTIONS IN THE U OF M AREA (draft)

Ry el ] : i BTN RN prﬂﬁﬂniﬁﬁu‘s ComtrﬁntsTWu.tnmu Ao s Siatf Rankig
ignment | — 1. Minimal dtsruption of street traftic (buses and cars} l Expec!ed to incur hrgher costs for tunnel First Prianity
Wash, Tunnpel
2. Retains cument capacity of Washiogton Avenue at r:rmcal 2. Creates dilficulties when surfacing tuanel from below grade to street
Washington Ave in fatersections {Church to Onk) level at east end near Quk Strest
Tunnet from Church
to Oak Streets 3. Fotential to add more pedestrian fricndly snvironment in the heart of | 3.

Five Stations at
Dome, 19*West
Bank, Mall/East
Bank, Oak Street and
near Westgate/Clty
limits

4,

5.

1.

9.

campus (The Mall) possible with LRT station design,

Well sited to serve existing East Bank general activity corridor on
campus, Intersects with north-south traftic on the campus Mall,
Serves the highest density of polential Irips becauss of the
concentration of classroom, residential end office space an the East
Bank/Stadium Village area

Serves West Bank users with a station on U of M campus close to
current day bus stops on Washington Ave and may allow for
improved access for Cedar-Riverside and 7 Corners areas

Provide most direct, efficfent, least technically complicated
con:mhon using already established Right of Way to downtown
thraugh 3™ Street and Hiawatha LRT alignment east of Metrodome,

In-places U of M and City pedestrian infrastructure that may be
enhanced

Close to large event facilities, Stadium Village development, and
residential area south of Washington Avenue

Potential redevelopment around the Oak Street siation area

Provides no direct service 1o outskirts and northem edge of campus

Futyre SEMI Redevelopment Area and U of M Technology Campus
would be served by staticn along University

HA\Central Transit Corridoricentral_corr_allgamisd.doc ' 1
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(draft) CENTRAL CORRIDOR - LRT ALIGNMENT OPTIONS IN THE U OF M AREA (draft)

Opportunitiey/Strengihs .

e JODE' - ] O A R . S SO ‘ C_gmh‘alnwweaknmu 3 AT ey StaE!ang
["Aligament Z - T, Less sfreet traffic (buses and ¢ars) on Washington Aveénue, Even wnh [P S:gnlﬁcanl teductmns 10 Tevel Of service, tratfic fiow, AnG parking on | Secoad Prlnnly
Wash. At-Grade reduced street traffic a transit signal priority system may be reguired Washington Ave (eliminates one traffic each direction), dedicated laft
tum lanes only at Huron Boulevard
In a future median 2, Well sited to serve exisling East Bank general activity camidor on
along Uoiversity and campus, Intersects with rerth-south waffic on the compus Mall, 2. Will require traffic diversions from Washington Avenue to 1.94, Univid®
Washington Avenues Serves the highest density of potential trips because of the Street, and/or possible Dinkytown Road/Bypass, The Dinkytown Bypass
concenteation of classroom, residentisl and office space on the East is expected to be a mitigation measure for this alternative.
Six Stations at Dome, Bank/Stadium Village area
19/ West Bank, 3. Bus pull outs are expected to accommodate stopping bus in the single
MallIEast Bank, Qak | J. Serves West Baok users with 2 station on U of M campus close to remaining travei lane, emergency vehicles would have to use LRT tracks
Street, 27® Avenve, currenl day bus stops on Washington Ave and may allow for is vehicles are blocking travel lane
and near - improved access for Cedar-Riverside and 7 Comers areas
Westgate/City Jimits 4. Need 1o eliminate on-street parking in the Stadium Village arez
4, Provide most direct, efficient, least technically complicated -
oonneehon using already established Right of Way to downtown| 5. Limils the abillty to make amenityfurban design improvements (peds,
along 3" Street to the Hiawatha LRT alignment cast of Metrodome. strectscape, elc) to enhance the pedestrian enviromment along
Washington Avenue due to lransit and traffic necds
5. Ineplace U of M and Clty pedestrian infrastructure that may be
snhanced 6. Provides no direct service to outskirts and norther edge of campus
6. Close to large event facilities, Stadium Village development, and| 7. University pereeption: changing the capacity of Washington Avenus to
residential area south of Washington Avenue handle current day conditions (which will only get worse over time} is
\ harmful to the campus,
8. Public perception: is that 1) of M area is dilficult to access now and that
numercus U of M access is accomplished by not using Washington
Avenue but using side streets
9, Future SEMI Redevelopment Area and U of M Technology Campus
. would be served by station along University
H:\Central Transit Corridoc\centes)_corr_alignmisd.doc 1 07/18104
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the grades at the Washington Avenue crossing

Fr T OPUOnS .~ g g -- b1 - OppertunitiesStrengibs N } - ConstrainbsWealtesyes 7~ oyn,r T SGl Ranking |
Alignment 5~ T. More directly serves the SEM] Redevelopment Arcas and well as U | 1. Does nol direelly Serve southern East Dank destination centers sush as | Lasi {Fourth)
Bridge 9 North of M Technology Campus (estimated 4,000 to 6,000 jobs and some Coffman, dorms, medical, etc. Priority

) residential)
Northem tailroad 2. Does not directly serve West Bank or Cedar-Riverside patrons {station
alignment through 2. University/14% Ave station would directly serve the Dinkytown area would be located north of the Law School ball fields near the 10 Ave
Dinkytown ratlroad and the northwest U of M campus bridge),
area, on, Bridge 9, and
Milts District north of 3. Swtion at University/14® would be at the railroad grade elevation.
Dome {approx, 20 [eet below sirect elevation)
Five Stations at 4. Wil (ikely require significant land acquisition for LRT atignment from
Dome, 10* Ave 5" Street near Dome to River and from the River to 29 Avenve
Bridge, 14" Ave
Bridgs, Oak Street 5. Would displace oz require the replacemént of the existing Bridge 9
extended and near bike/pedestrian pathway as well as the planned futare U of M Trail in
Westgate/City limits the railroad corvidor
6. LRT alignment west of River does not serve this area and be a through
cannection with no stalion thal would not serve the adjacent land uses
7. Impacts to adjacent land uses (Guthrie, Museu, etc) along 2™ Sireet §
and Chicago Avenue dus to loss of parking and services needs and is not
consistent with recent Mills District Plan Amendment for the Riverfront,
The alignment would result in more vehicle/pedesisian and loading
conflicts as well as place a complex infrastructure on what is seen s the
sole servics.oriented street for the new coltural uses, The alignment on
Chicago Avenue disrupts the Mills District Plan's vision of a skinny
street with direct pedestrian connection to the River,
8., Safety and security issues for ares between the Mississippi River ond
11" Avenue §
9. Concern about sherp 90 degree turn a1 Chicago and 2™ Streat as well as

H:\Central Transit Carridoricentral_corr_alignmtsd doc 3
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et n0ptods” e v W&WF’E’ ETY wOpportnniﬁu!Strmgt_hs Constraints/Weaknesses Tt v 0] Stall Renking
Aligament 4 ~ 1. More directly serves the SEMI Redevelopment Arcas and well as U 1. One-way LRT Lains on University and dth St creates on-street traific| 1 hird Prignity |
Bridge 9 South of M Technology Campus (estimated 4,000 to 6,000 jobs and same impacts (loss of one lane of traffic on each street, no parking will be
' residential) remaoved)
Univ/4* alignment
through Diakytown 2. Directly serves Dinkytown area s campus hub/destination point 2. One-way LRT trains on University and 4th St creates confusion about
connecting to Bridge : which station to use for each direction
9, aud then through
the Mills District 3. Will require additional capital costs to engineer climb and descent from
north of Dome Dinkytown streets to the railroad ROW at adequate grades
Six Stations at Dome, 4. Could cause permanent chanpes or limitations lo property access
10* Ave Bridge, 15" fronting on the south side of 4% Street SE at the 5™ Avenue station
Avenue, Oak Street, pletform location.
27" Avenus and near -
Westgate/City limils 5. Dwoes not directly serve West Bank or Cedar-Riverside patrons (station
' would be located north of the Law Schoal ball fields near the 10* Ave
bridge).
6, Does not directly serve southermn East Bank destination centers such as
Coffman, derms, medicai, efc.
7. Wil likely reqmre significant {and acquisition for LRT alignment from
West Bank to 5" Street near Dome
8 Wauld displace or require the replacement of the exisling Bridge 9
bike/pedestrian pathway as well as the planned future U of M Traid in
the railroed comidor
9, LRT alignment west of River does not serve (his area and be a through
. connection with no station that would not serve the adjacent land uses
10, Impacts to adjacent land uses (Guthrie, Mills Museum, etc) along ™
Street S and Chicago Avenue due (o loss of parking and services needs
and is nol consistent with recent Mills Disiricl Plan Amendment for the
- Riverfroat, The alignment would result in more vehicle/pedestrian and
toading conflicts as well as place a ‘complex infrastructure on whal is
seen as the sole service-orienied street for the new cullural uses. The
H:ACentral Transit Coridoncentral_corr_slignmisd.doe 4 071901
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alignment on Chicago Avenue disrupts the Mills District Plan’s vision of
a skinny street with dicect pedestrian connection to the River.

11, Safety and security issues for area between the Mississippi River and
11" Avenue S

12, Concern about sharp turn at Chicago and 2™ Street and grades at
Washington Avenue crossing

H:\Central Tramsit Corridoricentral_corr_allgnmtsd.doc
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PLANNING COMMISSION

Gladys Morton, Chair

CITY OF SAINT PAUL 25 West Fourth Street Telephone: 651-266-6565
Norm Coleman, Mayor A Saint Paul, MN 55102 Facsimile: 651-228-3314
July 13, 2001

Mr. Steve Morris, Project Manager

Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority (RCRRA)
50 West Kellogg Boulevard, Suite 665

St. Paul, Minnesota

RE: Planning Commission Comments on the Central Corridor Scoping Booklet
Dear Mr. Morris;

Thank you and the RCRRA for your efforts in improving transit in the Central Corridor and
downtown Saint Paul. As in the past, the Planning Commission is concerned and interested in
transit improvements and the benefits they may hold for the city in terms of transportation as well
as community reinvestment. :

The Saint Paul Planning Commission is forwarding to you its comments on the Central Corridor
Scoping materials. There is a three-page Planning Commission resolution as well as supporting
documentation you may find useful.

‘The Planning Commission is submitting its comments on Scoping now, due to the impending

deadline of July 20, 2001 for comments. The Commission 1s also forwarding its comments to
the Mayor and City Council. It is not clear at this time whether the Mayor and/or City Council
will take action beyond the Planning Commission’s comments.

Sincerely, ; m

Gladys Morton, Chair
Saint Paul Planning Commission

c.c.  Mayor Norm Coleman
Saint Paul City Council



city of saint paul

planning commission resolution ) |
file number | | 8
date -

Central Corridor: Response to Preliminary Scoping Work

WHEREAS, the City has-a rich and consistent history in transit discussions regarding
major transit improvements in the Central Corridor, participating in the discussions of
1981, 1984, 1988, 1995 and 1999; and

WHEREAS, the City also commented on the downtown alignments of Light Rail Transit
(LRT) in 1984 and 1990; and '

WHEREAS, in 1999 the Planning Commission recommended to the Mayor and City
Council that:
- A two-track LRT system connecting downtown Saint Paul and downtown
Minneapolis can be accommodated well within the existing University Avenue ,
right-of-way; -
- A light rail transit line would likely make a very positive contribution to .
improvement and development goals for University Avenue;
- With careful planning and management, disruption of business on the Avenue
can be kept to a tolerable minimum during the period of construction; and
- The City should play an active role in timely approval of the Environmental
Impact Statement, should ensure early initiation of station area planning and
ensure early and extensive communication with affected communities; and

4 WHEREAS, the emergence of the Entertainment District as a major downtown
destination represents a significant change in travel pattern that needs to be factored

into LRT routing; and

WHEREAS, on December 8, 1999 the City Council adopted Resolution 99-1164
directing PED staff to continue participating in the study of LRT on University Avenue,
and recommended that the Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority (RCRRA) only
include consideration of University Avenue in future studies of the Central Corridor; and

moved by
seconded by
in favor

against




WHEREAS, in April, 2000 the RCRRA initiated an Environmental impact Statement
process for transit improvements in the Central Corridor; and

WHEREAS, in June, 2001 the RCRRA announced alternatives that are being

considered in the Scoping Process and began seeking public input on the adequacy of

the alternatives. Such comments are to be made by July 20, 2001. Alternatives being

considered between downtown Saint Paul and the City/County line in the west Midway

area include:

- "No Build" with no changes to services beyond those already committed

- "Transportation Systems Management” with modest transit improvements

- "Busway/Bus Rapid Transit" with service on exclusive right-of-way on University
Avenue

- . "LRT" with service on exclusive right-of-way on either University Avenue or I-94;
and

WHEREAS, three alternatives for downtown are included:

- "Alternative 1" which uses Cedar and 4th Streets terminating in front of Union
Depot

- "Alternative 5" which uses University to Jackson with a one-way split on Sibley
south of 7th Street to 4th Street and terminating near Rice Park

- "Busway Alignment”, which uses Cedar and Minnesota Streets in a one-way pair
configuration, then jogging on Kellogg Boulevard to Robert Street, then south
across the bridge to the West Side; and

WHEREAS, based on previous studies of the downtown, the extensive commitment of

the community to the Entertainment District and the desire for seamless connections

among transit modes, the following are appropriate criteria for optimizing location of

stations downtown:

- Main "Office Core” statron should be within walking distance (1/4 mile) to as
many major employment blocks {500+ employees) as possible

- The Entertainment District station should have convenient connection to the
Ordway, RiverCenire, and Arena ‘

- Lowertown station should be within a short walk of both the Umon Depot (for
connection to commuter rail/high speed rail) and the 5th/6th Streets bus service

- Stations should be placed where connections to the skyway level can be made
by escalator

- Stations should be placed and designed such that the historical and architectural
character of the surroundings are preserved or enhanced

- Major destinations not served directly by stations should be connected with
frequent and attractive shuttle service

- The alignment connecting the stations should avoid impacting major street
connections to the Interstate Systermn and Shepard/Warner Road and at
‘intersections with difficult geometrics and high traffic volumes

- In addition, the alignment should avoid major traffic streets and those that carry
the butk of bus routes.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Planning Commission finds the array
of transit alternatives in the Midway portion is sufficient, and recommends proceeding o
the Draft EIS phase with that array; and

M

st



BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that there are three downtown station location/routing
options that warrant further analysis and potential inclusion in the Draft EIS phase (draft
maps of the routes are attached):

- "Alternative A™: University Avenue behind Capitol to Lafayette Road, turning
south and adjacent to the mainline railroad tracks, south and west on unused
siding behind Diamond Products, west on Prince Street and jogging at Broadway
to 4th Street, then west to the Rice Park area. (Directly serves Capitol Area,
Regions Hospital, Lafayette Park/Williams Hill, Union Depot, Office Core, and
Entertainment District.)

- "Alternative B": University Avenue to Rice Street diagonally south to Constitution,
south on John Ireland Boulevard diagonally across a parking fot to 12th Street to
St. Peter Street, then south to 4th Street and 4th to the Union Depot then

. eastward from Union Depot on 4th Street, jogging to Prince Street at Broadway,
connecting to the unused railroad spur east of Diamond Products, paralleling the
main tracks northward, veering northwest {o the east end of University Avenue at
Lafayette Road, then westward on University Avenue to Jackson Street. South
of 7th Place some combination of Washington Avenue, Market and St. Peter
streets should be investigated as potential one-way pairs. (Directly serves
Capitol Area, Entertainment District, Office Core, Union Depot, Lafayette
Park/Williams Hill, and Regions Hospital.)

- "Alternative C": University Avenue to Robert Street south to 4th, then west
terminating just west of Rice Park. (Directly serves Capitol Area, Regions
Hospital, Office Core and Entertainment District.); and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the City play an active role in the EIS process
resulting in 1) timely approval of the EIS, 2) early initiation of station area planning, 3)
* stations that include excellence in design and quality, and 4) early and extensive
communication with affected communities; and

BE IT FINALLY RESOLVED, that, since the end of the comment period for the Scoping
Phase is July 20, the Planning Commission action and background information be
forwarded directly to the Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority at the same time it
is being forwarded to the Mayor and City Council.
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DEPARTMENT OF PLANMNING
& ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

Brian Sweeney, Director .

CITY OF SAINT PAUL 25 West Fourth Street Telephone: 651-266-6700
Norm Coleman, Mayor _ Saint Paul, MN 55102 Facsimile: 651-228-3220
MEMORANDUM
DATE: July 13,2001 -
TO: Planning Commission

FROM: Allen Lovejoy a—' i ’

RE: Centrat Corridor Resolution

Note: As of the Planning Commission mailing; the Committee had not finished its work. The
Committee plans to meet again on Wednesday, July 11*, 4:00 p.m., 11* Floor, City Hall
Annex. Therefore, materials contained in this mailing are subject to amendment when the

Commission meefs on July 13th.

The Comprehensive Planning Committee is recommending adoption of the attached resolution
on the Central Corridor Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). Also attached is a review of the
portions of the Comprehensive Plan that pertain to the Central Corridor.

There is a complex set of issues that prompt such action now. The followmg Q& A will
hopefully address many of your initial questions.

Questions and Answers: |
Planning Comimnission Resolution on the Central Corridor

1. The Hiawatha Corridor LRT has not yet broken ground and there are financial
commitments on the Riverview Corridor busway. Why are we doing this study of the

Central Corridor now?

For many years the Central Corridor has been the top priority in the region for major transit
investment. But for a variety of reasons neither busway nor LRT has been built. However,
the top priority status endures. The Metropolitan Council, Minnesota Department of
Transportation (MnDOT) and Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority (RCRRA)

- concluded that another major study be done on the Central Corridor. And the Planning
Commission and City Council concurred in the Fall, 1999.

e



The immediate target for Central Corridor work is to do the environmental analysis in time
for eligibility as a federally-funded project when TEA-21 (the major federal appropriations
bill on transit) is reanthorized by Congress in 2003, ' '

What is the City’s history with respect to previous analyses of the Central Corridor?

There is a rich history of City planning and analysis with respect to redevelopment of the
Central Corridor. It includes two land use plans (one in the 1980s and the recently adopted
Land Use Plan) that recommended the coordination of land use intensification at key
intersections along University Avenue in coordination with transit investments. The current
Land Use Plan also stresses the coordination of transit and development investments along
key corridors (including University Avenue) be the focus for City reinvestment. The current
Land Use Plan is bolstered by recommendations of the Transportation Policy Plan which
calls the Central Corridor a “primary transit express corridor.” [It is important to note here
that the TPP (which recommends I-94 as a “primary transit express corridor”) followed the
recommendation of the RCRRA in the mid-1990s to put LRT/busway on I-94, but the City
has since reasserted its preference for University Avenue.]

In addition, the Planning Commission has historically filled a leadership role in analyzing
options for transit in this corridor: in 1981, 1984, 1988, 1995 and 1999. In all of these efforts
the Planning Commission has remained steadfast in trying to maximize the relationship
between transit investments and community reinvestment. The latest analysis was done in
the Fall, 1999 when the Planning Commission concluded that University Avenue could
accommodate LRT with cautions about the need for on-street parking, minimizing traffic
disruptions for businesses along the Avenue and maximizing pedestrian safety. The City
Council took the recommendations and went a step further, recommending that LRT/busway
analyses in the future only consider University Avenue for locating the transit improvements.

As for the downtown alignment, the Planning Commission has been involved in two studies,
both of which concluded that Cedar and 4™ Streets be the preferred two-way alignments, in
the event that LRT be built. However, since the last study, the city has seen enormous
changes to the Entertainment District, where in excess of 4 million visitors are expected each
year. That creates a critical mass that must be accommodated in LRT station location and
routing decisions. In many other LRT systems in the U.S:, evening and weekend recreational
trips constitute a major proportion of their total weekly ridership. This could also be the case
in the Twin Cities. Therefore, it is appropriate to engage in a community discussion
regarding downtown routing options that adequately serve the Entertainment District.

Where are we now in the current Central Corridor process?

This Summer, 2001, the RCRRA environmental process is in the Scoping Phase, 2 phase that
seeks to define all reasonable alternatives. Planning Commission action at this time should



define other reasonable alternatives to those in the current Scoping materials, especially for
downtown. Currently, there are two anticipated downtown alignments defined for further
analysis in the EIS: one using Cedar and 4™ Streets and one using Jackson, Jackson/Sibley
and 4™ Streets. We believe there are other viable options that improve service to the
downtown over the two cumrently defined.

. Capital costs for a busway or LRT in the Central Corridor is likely to cost as much as, if
not more than, the Hiawatha Corridor. Is there money for this project and from where
would it come?

At this time it is impossible to tell where the funding might be coming from to build and
maintain an LRT/busway link in the Central Comridor. However, there are a few things to
keep in mind. First, LRT/busway in the Central Corridor is defined by Federal Transit-
Administration (FTA) guidelines as a “new start.” As such, the project would be eligible for
federal funding for the construction. In the past, that would have meant that, if selected, the
project would have received up to 80% of construction funding from the federal govemment.
Today, it would likely mean less that 80%, however no one knows for sure what that
percentage would be. It is likely the federal contribution would be at least 50%. The rest
remains for a combination of the State, region, counties, and cities to produce.

Second, it is not clear what the recent legislative action conceming tax reform and
transportation funding will mean for future. However, agreements with federal funders will
require a major local contribution. :

Third, the operating cost approach will likely take the lead from the Hiawatha LRT financing,
which has also not been finalized. The general discussions have focused on folding
operations costs into the overall Metro Transit budget. The cities and counties may
contribute through maintenance of signals and other traffic devices.

. In 1999 the Planning Commission did a brief review of transit in the Central Corridor.
‘What was the scope of the study and what were the City’s conclusions?

In the Fall, 1999 the Planning Commission conducted a study to evaluate the up-to-date
information as to whether LRT could fit on University Avenue without major negative
impacts on businesses along the Avenue. The Commission focused on six core issues

including:.
* How would LRT work in the street, accommodating cross-street access, turning traffic
and parking?

e What will LRT look like?

= How can construction be managed to maintain access to businesses and residences?
* How can LRT be designed to provide greatest safety?

e 'What is the current outlook for LRT in the region?

* How can contributions to business and residential development be maximized?



The following conclusions in the report pertain to the current discussion:

1.

2.

A two-track LRT can be accommodated well within the existing University Avenué right-
of-way.

With careful planning and management, disruption of businesses on the Avenue can be
kept to a tolerable minimum during the period of construction.

If we proceed with steps toward construction, the City should play an active role,
ensuring the following:

« Timely approval for federal reappropriation of TEA-21 in 2003

» Station area planning initiation as soon as possible

» Early and extensive communication with communities, property owners and interest

groups

+ Sufficient resources to create the greatest positive reinvestment impacts at station
areas .

+ Strategic station locations, maximizing reinvestment and neighborhood
reinforcement.

One overriding assumption was that LRT may work on the Avenue, given the information
from consultants with respect to construction impacts, parking and access. If the information
collected in 1999 is not accurate in these areas, the Commission would want to reevaluate its
position.

What are the primary downtown issues and objectives from a planning perspective?

Optimize Station Locations -

a.

c.

f.

a.

The main Core station should be within walking distance (1/4 mile) to as many major
employment blocks (500+ employees) as possible. We assume there will be a single
station with the primary purpose of serving the Core.

Entertainment District station should have convenient connection to the Ordway,
RiverCentre and Arena, and be as close to O’Shannessey Plaza as is practical.

The Capitol Area station should connect directly to the tunnel system.

Lowertown station should be within a short walk of both the Union Depot (for connection
to comnuter trains) and 5th/6th Street bus service.

Place stations where connections to other primary transit lines are optimized.

Place stations where connections to the skyway level can be made by escalator.

Place stations where major urban redevelopment is a possibility in the foreseeable future.

Connecting the Stations - Use of downtown streets for alignments must:

a.

Avoid direct impacts on major street connections to the Interstate System and
Shepard/Warner Road, and at atypical intersections with high traffic volumes. See the
map entitled “Intersections to Avoid Crossing with LRT.”



b. Avoid direct impacts on major thru streets, especially those that also carry the bulk of the

ordinary bus route trips:
Kellogg Boulevard 5% Street 6™ Street 7% Street
11" Street 12" Street ~ Wabasha Street

St. Peter St. (south of 6™) Robert Street

Design Center Considerations - Station location, design and hardware along route should
respect urban design considerations. Areas of concemn include St. Peter Street, Rice Park and

Union Depot.

7. Are there viable alternatives for downtown that serve Regions Hospital, Lafayette Park and
Williams Hill, as well as the Capitol Area, downtown Core, civic center/entertainment area
and the Union Depot?

Three additional alternatives have been defined. They are attached, along with notes of
possible issues for each one.

8. What is the current approach fo community engagement in the EIS process? For the
Midway? For downiown?

The current approach to community engagement is through the standard EIS reviews: at the
Scoping Phase and when the Draft EIS is released. There will also be some sort of process in
conjunction with the Station Area Planning work.

In the past, the Planning Commission has had a lead role in ensuring an adequate community
discourse. This point was an emphasis in the 1999 study. The Commission’s role is
particularly important for the upcoming Station Area Planning work and downtown
station/alignment locations.



Alternative A

Notes: Alternative that uses St Peter and 4™ Streets, Prince Street, railroad siding and
University Avenue. It directly serves the Capitol Area, Entertainment District, Office
Core, Union Depot, Lafayette Park/Williams Hill, and Regions Hospital

1.

Alignment north of the Capitol Building creates problems due to the narrowness of the street
and inability to widen. There is a curb cut on the south side to a surface lot serving the
Capitol, including some deliveries. There is a large retaining wall on the south side between
Cedar and Robert. The turn south to Robert seems doable.

Transition to rail corridor likely requires taking some of the surface parking lot at the east end
of University Avenue and north of the state office building.

Part of site is fenced off and contains parking for truck trailers on the south half and tanks on
the north half. A “tail track™ proceeds east and then north, merging with the main rail
corridor at about 1-94.

Prince St is fairly narrow; with loading docks (they look inactive) at southwest corner of
building, parking for Northern Warehouse on south side and heavy peak hour pedestrian
traffic coming from the large surface commuter parking lots to the east.

Jog from Prince Street northeast to 4™ Street creates some traffic problems, but fhey are
probably not insurmountable.
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“Alternative B

Notes: Alternative that Uses 4™ and St. Peter and Directly Serves the Entertainment
District, Office Core, Union Depot, Lafayette Park/Williams Hill and Regions Hospital

1.

Putting station in this location requires careful review and approval of Capitol Area
Architectural and Planning Board.

Requires reconstruction of St. Peter Street bridge.

Turns from Washington, Market or St. Peter onto 4™ Street is problematic for a double track.
Analysis must be done to determine whether splitting tracks onto two of these three options
would allow for turns onto 4™,

Station for the Entertainment District likely to be either on 4™ Street east of Market Street or
on either side of the Landmark Center.

Aesthetic issues are critical around the Park and on both sides of the Landmark Center.
Options would need careful study. '

Jog from 4™ St southeast to Prince St creates some traffic problems, but are probably not
insurmountable.

Prince St is fairly parrow; with loading docks (they look inactive) at southwest corner of
building, parking for Northern Warehouse on south side and heavy peak hour pedestrian
traffic coming from the large surface commuter parking lots to the east.

Part of site is fenced off and contains parking for truck trailers on the south haif and tanks on
the north half. A “tail track” proceeds east and then north, merging with the main rail
corridor at about 1-94.

In order to make the grade from the tracks to the Lafayette & University intersection will
require using some of the parking lot now used for Lafayette Park northeast of Grove Street.
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Alternative C

Notes: Alternative that Uses University, Robert and 4™ Streets. Directly serves the Capitol
Area, Regions Hospital, Office Core and Entertainment District.

1. Alignment north of the Capitol Building creates problems due to the narrowness of the street
and inability to widen. There is a curb cut on the south side to a surface lot serving the
Capitol, including some deliveries. There is a large retaining wall on the south side between
Cedar and Robert. The tumn south to Robert seems doable.

2. Site of the Capitol Area day care center

3. Site of the State motor pool

4, Station location would require closing 14™ Street, or moving the station totally onto the block
currently used by the State motor pool and day care center.

. 5. An interim station might be appropriate between 10™ Street and 7 Place.

6. Uncertain about ability to make turn at 4® Street.

7. Eliminates Union Depot station. Nearest station is 3 to 4 block walk, but with a fairly good
skyway connection.
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City Plans and the Central Corridor

Compiled July, 2001

Introduction:

The Central Corridor has-probably been the most studied corridor in the region, due to jts
importance in the region and the complexity in linking up the three largest traffic generators in
the region. The Corridor connects downtown Saint Paul with the University of Minnesota and
downtown Minneapolis. As the Corridor has been studied by the Metropolitan Council and
Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority (RCRRA) it has become clear that reinvestment
opportunities and traffic impacts makes Saint Paul the primary stakeholder in these studies. As
such the City has been involved in reviewing the series of studies dating back 20 years.

In addition, such studies and ongoing public discussion have had a major impact on
recommendations of the current Comprehensive Plan. Due to the size and length of the Corridor
there are at least six Plan elements and two other studies that pertain to transportation and
redevelopment issues. The following excerpts are, first, from citywide elements of the
Comprehensive Plan; second, from Small Area Plans within the Corridor; and third, from other
plans and studies. There are additional studies relating to specific sites and market analyses that
are not included here. The Saint Paul on the Mississippi Development Framework is also not
included--primary recommendations are included in the Land Use Plan.. '

Citywide Elements:

Land Use Plan: The analysis begins with the Land Use Plan because it *“...is the “floor plan” for
the City...{which acts to] encourage private investment in the city and to guide public investment
within a framework that enhances existing communities and the natural environment.” '

Three of the four Strategies for the Plan are relevant here:

Strategy 2: Neighborhood and Urban Villages whereby each neighborhood should have a
range of housing types, should have transportation alternatives to the automobile, and
should preserve streetcar era commercial strips. Specifically, this Strategy designates
“Pedestrian Neighborhood Commercial Centers” including area around the intersections
of University at: Rice, Western, Dale, Lexington, Snelling and Raymond. In addition,
“Potential Housing Development Site” designations include: 6 sites immediately north of
University Avenue between Victoria and Westemn and immediately south at Raymond
Avenue. Finally, “Anchoring Institutions and Employers” (which are central to the
success of transit) designated in the Plan include: Horner Waldorf and Midway Hospital
(now clinic). [It is important to note here that the West Midway is a very large
employment center.] ' .

Strategy 3: Corridors for Growth whereby redevelopment efforts over the next 20
years should focus on five corridors, including the University Avenue (aka Central)



Corridor. The corridors include many large redevelopment sites that can link new
housing, jobs and transportation. New urban housing near transit services will help
support neighborhood business centers as well. Corridor planning and redevelopment
seek to work with community and business groups toward a better integration of business
and industrial job creation, housing development and overall neighborhood improvement.

The Plan notes the importance of Ramsey County’s designation of the Central Corridor
as one of two priority corridors for public transportation improvements. Since the
1988 University United Plan was developed, *...Midway Marketplace redevelopment has
restored the Midway as the city’s primary regional shopping center. The Frogtown end of
University Avenue has witnessed the growth of Asian businesses. The west end of
University Avenue is being revitalized by the Westgate redevelopment and the
rehabilitation of buildings near University and Raymond. The Midway now has a strong
market for office space. Planning is underway in 1998 for improving bus service on both
1-94 and on University Avenue, for beautifying University Avenue and for more
redevelopment sites.” Those sites include Raymond Urban Village, Fairview
commercial, office and mixed use, the bus barn site at Snelling, further infill in the
regional shopping area, at Lexington (potentially all four comers), at Dale/Asian Business
Cluster, sifes at Rice Street and housing infill in the vicinity of Snelling, Lexington and
Dale.

Strategy 1: A Vital, Growing City Center whereby the City seeks a complete downtown
mix of office, retail, government, arts, entertainment, visitor amenities and housing. The
Plan incorporates the main themes of the Saint Paul on the Mississippi Development
Framework, including “connectivity, or complementarity, of each land vse with others
nearby,” and “designing streets to accommodate transit, bikes, and pedestrians as well as
cars.” The downtown “...should retain its position as the “capital” of the east Metro
region...” including the highest order of infrastructure to serve downtown. Internally, the
links among the 14 designated “urban villages” are of significant importance. .

Transportation Policy Plan: The Transportation Policy Plan (TPP) is a comprehensive set of
policies subsumed under one of three strategies: *1) Travel and System Management: A System
that Works Technically’; 2) Neighborhood Quality & Economic Development: A System that
Works for the Community’; and ‘3) Travel Mode Choice: A System that Works for the
Individual’.

Generally, the transit recommendations are in the third strategy: ‘Travel Mode Choice’.
The overriding objective is to: “Work with regional transit agencies to recapture
ridership and serve the transit-dependent by matching transit service with travel
need.” Echoing the Land Use Plan, the TPP notes that “...transit complements urban
neighborhood development patterns that support safe and cohesive communities and can
spur economic growth.” Among the policies of the Plan are:

. Support of a significant, long-term commitment by the State to reinvest in the



regional transit system...
. Support of adequate funding of both the bus system and LRT...

. Support for redesign of the bus system to provide excellent service along major
corridors (limited stop “spines”} and better intra- and inter-neighborhood service...

. Promote the focus of reverse commuting services on major suburban employers
and city neighborhoods with high wnemployment...

. Support the Central Corridor...as the top priority for development of
transitways — busways and/or LRT - in the region.

. Forward Saint Paul interests in economic development, support of neighborhoods,

and serious improvement of the bus service in future regional transitway
planning...”

. University Avenue is designated as an “A” Minor Arterial (streets that are main
access routes to freeways for people beginning or ending their trip within Saint
Paul, and are main access routes to employment centers).

. I-94 is designated a Principal Arterial (freeways and highways).

. On the “Proposed Transit Corridors” I-94 is designated a “Primary transit express
corridor”, and University Avenue a *Secondary transit corridor for local bus
service improvements.” Since adoption of the Plan two changes have occurred.
First, Metro Transit has instituted Route 50, which appeals to the client group
most likely to use LRT service (longer trips, shorter travel time than the 16A
Route). Ridership growth has been very strong. Second, the Plan, drafted in 1996
and adopted in 1997, reflected the current policy of the day — that is, LRT was to
be in the 1-94 right-of-way. But since then the City Council has declared that
should LRT be built in the Central Corridor, University Avenue as its clear.
preference.

. Within the context of economic development, the Plan states that “The City
should promote regional transit investments and operations that maintain good
linkages between business and labor and markets, including:

- focus of high-frequency, large-bus, regular route service on areas with
high population and job density, and

- support of the Central Corridor between downtown Saint Panl and
downtown Minneapolis as the top priority for development of transitways
busways and/or LRT in the region...”

In summary, the Land Use Plan and Transportation Policy Plan support the close relationship
between transit investments and neighborhood redevelopment. Further, there is emphasis on
corridor investments, both in terms of transif investments and neighborhood redevelopment.
Third, there is a recognition of the importance of access to transit by walking, suggesting that
the location of redevelopment activities and transit stops must be in close proximity to be
successful- And finally, the TPP sets the Central Corridor as the top priority for development
of busways and/or LRT in the region.

Area Plan Portions of the Comprehensive Plan:



Franklin-Emerald Area Plan: Recentty adopted, the Franklin-Emerald Area Plan covers an

area of sixty five acres on the western border of St. Paul, bounded by University Avenue,
Highway 280, I-94 and Emerald Street (Minneapolis/St Paul border). The Plan generally seeks

to improve and/or intensify land uses along University Avenue, while creating a more pedestrian-
friendly atmosphere and preserving sound residential areas. Two comments concerning transit
and parking include: do a study “...for any proposed new development that will significantly
increase the amount of traffic”; and “...support Metro Transit’s efforts to establish a transit hub in
the greater University/280 area to improve bus service to this area.”

South St. Anthony Park Small Area Plan: This Plan covers both sides of University Avenue
between Highway 280 and Hampden. For the Avenue, the Plan recommends center planted
medians, improved intersection at Raymond; sidewalk plantings and upgraded pedestrian
amenities. The Plan calls for the retention and rehabilitation of many buildings, with some infill
development along the Avenue, and improved pedestrian accommodations, particularly in the
commercial areas around Raymond and University. The Plan is also concerned with the shortage
of off-street parking. The Plan does not include specific recommendations on transit, other than
development of a bicycle route through the area to connect Mississippi River Boulevard and
Midway Parkway/Como Park.

Thomas-Dale Small Area Plan: The Plan encompasses an area on the north side of University
Avenue between Victoria and Western. The Plan’s vision includes housing that is affordable and
decent, available employment opportunities and creation of vibrant, productive businesses. The
Plan seeks to “...strengthen University Avenue as an attractive and healthy commercial center,
serving both as a neighborhood retail area for those who live within the neighborhood and...” as a
regional shopping destination. Physical improvements include planting the center median, and
building more off-street parking.

Specific to transportation is the objective: “Public or quasi-public transportation should be
available to transport area residents to employment centers throughout the metropolitan area”
including improved access to suburban employers through reverse commute services, carpools
and subsidized bus passes. In addition, “The City and community should continue fo advocate
for improved transit services throughout the metropolitan area at affordable rates.” The Plan
calls for improving pedestrian and bicycle amenities; improving access to downtown, the
Mississippi River, Como Park and the Univessity of Minnesota.. As for bus service, the Plan
calls for maintaining or improving the level of service presently offered by the 16A Route. The
Plan states that LRT will not be able to replace the 16A Route which carries people on relatively
short trips.

The Plan also advocates regional transportation and land use policies “that ensures that regional
transportation systems are supportive of Thomas Dale’s redevelopment and renewal efforts.” “In
the event the light rail transit system is constructed in the freeway corridor and includes a station
at Dale Street, the District 7 P]anmng Council should be mvolved in its design. The stop should
not mclude a “park and ride” lot.”



Lexington-Hamline Small Area Plan: This Plan borders the south side of University Avenue
between Hamline Avenue and Lexington Parkway. It seeks to “Improve the overall image of
University Avenue by reducing and improving signage, and developing a unified streetscape
concept.” Specifically related to transit, the Plan calls for continued monitoring of “...the LRT
planning process for the Midway Corridor for its impacts on the study area.” However, the focus
of the Plan’s recommendation assumes LRT in the 1-94 right-of-way.

Significantly, the Plan has been updated by the Lexington Hamline Small Area Plan and Lex-
Ham Tomorrow Plan. “University Avenue is another major focus...Redevelopment opportunities
exist at the southwest comer of University and Lexington, and in the former 3M building. These
sites represent the opportunity to support a range of redevelopment options...Urban design
strategies for University Avenue include strengthening the pedestrian edge on University,
especially east of Griggs Street...ensuring that new development be located closer to the street
edge to strengthen the pedestrian realm.” “Any redevelopment should be pedestrian-scaled...”
Further the Plan repeats the previous recommendation to continue monitoring “...the LRT
planning process.

In summary, all the small area plans call for improved pedestrian amenities along the Avenue,
improvement of the quality of development, infill on vacant/underused parcels, and better/more
off-street parking. Collectively, the Plans do not say a lot about transit that gives guidance to
LRT/busway investments on University Avenue. However, if it is accepted that major
infrastructure investments (such as LRT) do, in fact, affect the pace and location of
redevelopment, then LRT on University Avenue could, potentially, help fulfill some of the
broader redevelopment visions of the plans.

Other Studies and Plans:

Comprehensive Plan for the Minnesota State Capitol Area: This Plan is.the official plan
adopted by the Capitol Area Architectural and Planning Board in 1998. The overall purpose of -
the Plan is “...a Capitol Area that is memorable as the symbolic heart of the State, and as a good
and responsive neighbor to those who live and work nearby.” Goals include reinforcing _
connections to its neighbor, particularly downtown and the Mississippi River, and restoring the
continuity of urban fabric that has been disrupted by land clearing, freeway construction and
occasional inappropriate developments. '

University Avenue, John Ireland Boulevard and Cedar Street are designated as primary view
corridors/approaches that should be preserved and reinforced. The Capitol Area is viewed as
primarily a pedestrianr precinct with heavy landscaping and pastoral spaces on the Capitol lawn.
A handful of potential redevelopment sites is designated, including the northeast corner of
University and Rice, the northeast corner of University and Robert and along Robert to 12®
Street. '

The Plan has an entire chapter on transportation management, including parking and auto access
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elements. In the “transit” section, the Plan’s focus is to “make and keep transit service an
integral feature of Capitol Area access.” The policy direction is to generally promote use of
buses. Specifically the Plan recommends that transit stops have better weather-protected
shelters. Wherever possible, provide sheltered walkways to the Capitol pedestrian tunnel system.
The Plan recommends that the “primary transit express corridor” be University Avenue to Rice
Street to St. Anthony Avenue to Cedar Street.

Specifically related to LRT/busway the Plan recommends:

. “Ensure that any planned high-capacity transit line to the Capitol Area is fully integrated
with Campus and neighborhood needs:

. Be flexible as to location until the technology is known (it is now too early to reserve
land). .

. In general, seek at-grade services using existing surface streets in order to generate
maximum redevelopment potential.

. Explore options for University Avenue transitway.”

Finally the Plan designates John Ireland Boulevard; Rice Street, Constitution Avenue, St.
Anthony Avenue and Cedar Street as “on-street bike lanes.”

University Avenue Corridor Study: This 1988 Study is a rich and detailed attempt to develop
«_.a single, comprehensive plan to guide the redevelopment of Unijversity Avenue.” The “Study
proceeds from a set of basic assumptions about the future of our region and the opportunities and
limitations for University Avenue’s redevelopment given those assumptions. The first
assumption “...is that despite the involvement of the Port Authority and the Housing and
Redevelopment Authority, there simply are not any programs or resources available te sponsor
large scale redevelopment...” Second, the region will continue to become more congested,
making centrally located opportunities for development (such as along University Avenue) much
more attractive for investors.

Even though this Study is a complex set of ideas and recommendations, there is a fairly long,
cogent discussion of LRT. It is included below in its entirety.

“In the case of this study, there is one major issue that stands out that could not be
adequately addressed, given the limitations of its scope. That is the question of whether

or not light rail transit (LRT) should be routed along University Avenue. Fortunately,
although we believe that the inclusion of LRT on University Avenue would result in
improved and expanded commercial opportunities at its major stops, we do not believe
that it would result in profound changes to existing land use patterns, or create major new
development opportunities. We frankly believe that this issue demands extensive
analysis and, unfortunately, that level of analysis falls well beyond the scope of this study.
We do, however, offer the following comments and concerns regarding this important
topic.

“The first observation that must be made is that the current process for planning and
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implementing LRT is fundamentally flawed. The State Legisiature has delegated the
primary responsibility to plan for LRT to the individual Counties. The issue of LRT
demands the ongoing, coordinated involvement of the Metropolitan Council, the
Minnesota Department of Transportation, the Counties, the affected cities, as well as the
population to be served by it.

“Throughout the current discussion of LRT on University Avenue, it has been stated that
ridership projections indicate that the system would be successful on University Avenue.
It would displace the only bus route that currently pays for itself. The question that
proceeds from these facts is - what advantages would LRT provide over the current bus
systern? If it simply replaces the current transit system at a cost of 120 million dollars, is
it worth it?

“These questions and more have been raised during the review of this issue. Since the
decision on feasibility was made due to ridership projections, it would appear that LRT
was intended to serve the large, transit dependent population along this corridor. The
need to provide access to existing business during construction is a problem, but it could
be solved, and we have all been assured that the system could be engineered to
~accommodate important traffic movements when it is operational.

“The basic problem lies in the fact that we do not have a comprehensive plan to meet the
transportation needs of our.region which incorporates and coordinates the role of LRT.
Without such a plan and a strong regional commitment to its implementation the answers
to many of the questions cited above can only be given hypothetically.

“It is one thing to say that a system could be engineered to function in a certain way and
have certain characteristics, or appear a certain way. It is quite another matter to explain
how the process has been designed with inherent assurances that it will accomplish all of
these objectives. In our opinion, this is the greatest failing of the process to date.

“If the proposed LRT installation on University Avenue simply replaces the existing
service provided by the MTC buses at a public cost of several million dollars, one must
seriously consider its merit. On the other hand, if this proposed link provides the service
at a lower operating cost, fits into a comprehensive and coordinate LRT network
throughout our region which is, in turn, an integral part of the transportation plan for the
Metropolitan Area, it could be well worth it.

“If the current problems with the LRT planning process can be corrected to provide the
affected constituency and affected businesses with adequate assurances that the system
will be engineered to address access, circulation, aesthetic and functional concerns, it
could provide a catalyst for reinvestment along the Corridor. Furthermore, if the detailed
design of the system, could be carefully integrated into the redevelopment of the Wards
and Midway Shopping Center super-blocks, it could provide an exciting and unique
‘feature that could greatly improve the success of these developments.



“In summary, the issue of whether or not LRT should be routed on University Avenue is
complicated and defies simple conclusions. We believe that the potential positive
benefits associated with this system demand a complete analysis before any final decision
is made.” '

In summary, the University Avenue Corridor Study both understands the potential and the issues
of developing LRT along University Avenue. And, although somewhat dated, sets a framework
of questions that need answering before LRT would be acceptable on the Avenue.
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Steve Morris, Central Corridor Project Manager
Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
50 West Kellogg Boulevard, Suite 665

St. Paul, MN 55102

Dear Mr. Morris:

The Minnesota Department of Transportation would like to thank you for the
opportunity to comment regarding Central Corridor's Scoping process. The
Central Corridor plays a significant role in the regional vision of offering
alternative transportation options by connecting transportation investments.

The Department is strongly recommending that Central Corridor improvements
enhance regional mobility through multi-modal connections. In our view, this
means any investment in the Central Comnidor needs to connect with the
Hiawatha Comdor, Northstar and Red Rock Commuter Rail Corridors,
Riverview Corridor, Amtrak and Midwest Regional Rail.

The opportunity to connect with these transportation investments is realized at
multi-modal stations. Central Corridor has the opportunity to connect with the
Northstar Commuter Rail Corridor, via the Hiawatha LRT Corridor, at the
downtown Minneapolis Station. Anocther opportunity for regional transfers
through the Central Corsidor is provided at the St. Paul Union Depot. At this
multi-modal station location, transit users will have access to seamless
connections to the Red Rock Commuter Rail Corridor, Riverview Corridor,
Midwest Regional Rail and Amtrak.

As Central Corridor moves through the scoping and other planning processes,
please be keenly aware as to the necessity of providing cost estimates that are
reflective of today’s transportation environment. This includes providing cost
estimates that are in today’s dollars as well as escalated to opening day of
service dollars. Cost estimates should be inclusive of mitigation measures,
utility relocation and carry a contingency that is reasonable, prudent and based
on prior local experience for transit projects. Accurate and stable project costs
remain an issue for large-scale transit projects.

An equal opporunity employer
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In addition to cost estimates, impacts on multi-modal stations and other support
facilities in terms operations will need to be well coordinated and documented.
This is especially true for operational impacts to the Hiawatha LRT Corridor.

As always, the Department is encouraging strong interaction with residents,
business owners and other public entities throughout the study process. Within
its boarders, Central Corridor contains a wide spectrum of viewpoints not only
focused on transportation, but of community cohesiveness, economic
development and quality of life. The outcome of any investment in the Central
Comridor should be the product of an aggressive public education and
information sharing campaign. '

if you should have any questions, or need to discuss any of the above
statements, please feel free to contact me at 651-284-3993.

Sincerely,

Vet

Mukhtar Thakur, P.E.
Director
Mn/DOT Office of Passenger Rail Transit

CC Commissioner Myra Peterson, Red Rock Corridor Commission
Commissioner Betsy Wergin, Northstar Development Authority
Richard Stehr, Division Engineer, Mn/DOT Metro Division
Nacho Diaz, Transportation apd Transit Development Director,
Metropolitan Council
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Tuly 19, 2001

Steve Morris, Project Manager

Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authonty (RCRRA)
50 West Kellogg Boulevard, Suite 665

St. Panl, MN 55102

Dear Mr. Moxxis:

Subject: Central Corridor Scoping Comments —
University of Minnesota Alignment Alternatives

Metro Transit understands that Scoping for the Central Corridor Transit is a first step in initiating
the environmental review process. As such, a broad set of alternatives is defined based on input
from area jurisdictions and communities; and after a screening process, selected alternatives are
identified for further evaluation in the Environmental Tmpact Statement.

Several Central Corridor major transit capital investment studies have been initiated in the past; -

- these include the 1984 Central Corridor Alternatives Analysis apd the 1993 Central Corridor
Alternatives Analysts/DEIS. Throughout the years, the Metropolitan Council and Metro Transit
have been on recoxd as supporting the Washingion Avenue alignment.

During the past few weeks, Metro Transit has participated on a University of Minnesota
Taskforce to discuss issues for the following light rail and bus rapid transit (BRT) alignments in

the university area: ,
Alernative ]  Washington Avenue Tunnel, Light Rail
Alternative2  Washington Avenne — At Grade, Light Rail or BRT
Alternative 3 Bridge 9/Railroad, *  Light Rail
Alternative 4  Bridge 9/University/4™ Couplet, Light Rail

Metro Transit recommends that light rail and BRT (Aliematives I and 2) along Washington
Avenue advance into environmental analysis based on the following considerations:

*  Washington Avenue is currently the primary transit axis throngh the university. Maintaining
a Washington Avenue alignment would serve the West and East Banks of the Minneapolis
campus, provide transit users more direct access to key nniversity as well as regional
destinations, and also allow convenient copnections to campus shutties and other transit
routes. This alignment wonid efficiently connect to the Hiawatha line in downtown
Minneapolis.

A service of the Metropolitan Council

560 Sixth Avenue North Minneapoelis, Minnescta 55411-4398 (612) 349-7400 ‘Transit Info 373-3333 . TTY 341.0140
" tpffwww metrotransit.org An Equal Opportunity Employer
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Steve Morris

Ramsey County Regional Railroad Anthority
Central Corridor Scoping Comments

July 19, 2001

Page20f2

" While future growth for the university jis envisioned to the north of University Avenue, the
centroid of transit demand will likely remain along Washington Avenue.

= A Washington Avenne alignment would allow realization of fransit operating cost
efficiencies in the downtown Minneapolis to U of M corridor segment. Metro Trausit would
maintain 2 high level of service to the university while reducing the number of bus trips, and
consequently, bus congestion along Washington. Selected Route 16 and 50 trips would be
replaced by light rail or BRT service that would provide comparable or significantly
increased passenger ¢apacity with fewer trips.

®  Selected University of Minnesota route (Route 52) trips could be reoriented to light rail or
BRT stations outside the university area. These trips would no longer enter the campus area,
thereby further reducing bus volnmes along Washington Avenue and Route 52 operating
cost. '

= The north side of the campus could be served by Metro Transit and campus shuitle buses.
These would stop at light rail or BRT stations for transfer passengers and provide access to
distant buildings, peripheral patking, and the St. Paul campus.

Transit travel time reliability, pedestrian safety, and traffic are key concerns for the Washington
Avenue alignment. Metro Transit suggests that traffic engineering strategies be examined to
safely accommodate turn movemnents and pedestrian crossings, as well as maintain efficient
vehicular access along Washington Avenne. Complemsntary strategies may include restructured
traffic circulation/freeway access, mixed-flow operation with other transit or general traffic, time
restricted exclusive operation for transit, or traffic restriction/prohibition along segments of
Washington Avenue. .

Should you have further questions or comments, please feel free to contact me at 612-349-7519.

Sincerel

Derek A. Crider
Chief of Staff

c: John Haley
Natalio Diaz
Adam Harrington
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June 28, 2001

Mr. Steve Morris

Central Corridor Project Manager
RCRRA

Suite 665

RCGC-West

50 West Kellogg Boulevard

St. Paul MIN 55102

Dear Mr. Mortis:

The Midway Chamber of Commerce appreciates the opportunity to provide input in the
scoping process for the Central Corridor project. We understand that written comments are
welcome and will be included in the report.

The Chamber, which represents more than 550 businesses in the corridor from the St. Paul city
limits on the west to the state capitol on the east, is keenly interested in transit issues and the
future of light rail transit in the corridor in particular.

In November of 1999 the Chamber endorsed a policy statement regarding the corridor that
essentially supports placing light rail transit on University Avenue, provided several specific
protections are put in place. For the record, the Chamber’s position is as follows:

1. University Avenue is the preferred route for LRT. University Avenue is the spine -
connecting two major downtown areas; the University of Minnesota; more than 50,000
workers in-St. Paul’s Midway alone; and one of the most densely populated residential
communities in the region. In addition, University Avenue enjoys the highest transit
ridership in the region, and has a right-of-way that can easily accommodate LRT. Finally,
University Avenue i5 home 1o a regional shopping area and an increasing number of high-
density office uses. Locating LRT on busy and important commercial streets allows for
the greatest positive economic developiment impact and serves the greatest transit need.

2. The impact of constructing the line on existing University Avenue businesses must be
carefully and aggressively managed. All businesses must be consulted early in the planning
and construction process to discover special needs. The City must prepare a small
business support plan to assist existing businesses that are especially vulnerable to the
disruption caused by the LRT construction. We strongly urge that new LRT technologies
(LRT light) be carefully considered so as to minimize the impact of construction on
existing businesses. Access to existing businesses must be preserved during and after

. construction and on-street and/or off-street parking must be available for existing
~ businesses during and after construction. Design of left turn options must also be carefully
considered to protect the interest of existing businesses.

Spruce Tree Cenire = Suite #4 » 1600 University Avenue West + St. Paul, MN 55104
PHONE: (651) 646-2636 FAX: (651) 646-2297



3. University Avenue LRT should include a $50 million dedicated economic development
fund for University Avenue that focuses on moderate density office and housing
development; retains light industrial manufacturing businesses adjacent to the Avenue;
supports existing regional shopping uses; and protects the burgeomng Asian business
community on the east end of the Avenue.

4. The design of LRT on University Avenue should make the street more pedestrian-fiiendly
and enhance the streetscape through landscaping, street furniture, etc. to add to the
aesthetics of the area.

5. LRT must be part of a larger investment and re-design of the public transit system serving
the Central Corridor. Bus service on University Avenue must be re-designed to retain
high quality local service and service on north/south streets must be expanded.

6. The next regional priority for LRT investment should be University Avenue. This
corridor has the strongest potential ridership and the presents the greatest economic
development benefits.

This policy statement has recently been reviewed by the Chamber and we believe that it
accurately reflects our current thinking on this matter. We would stress, however, that more
outreach be done to small businesses along University Avenue to ensure that their specific needs
for access, parking and other matters, are fully understood prior to the finalization of the project.
While we believe that the interests of those businesses can be protected in planning, construction
and operation of a kght rail transit line on University Avenue, we believe it is in the best interests .
of the project to engage in continual dialogue and communication with those parties. '

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on this matter. Please feel free to call me if
you have questions or need additional information.

Sincerely,
Ellen Watters
President
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T0: Steve Morris

FROM: Tony Garmers
PH: HO 612 378B-2656
WK 612 332-4229

Hi,
Personal note - but you can share it.

Thank you, personally, for the prompt returmn of my few calls, and
the maps. That helped immeasurably given the limited time. We
‘hammered this out-in three meetings over eight days. Nice way to
do it.

The hard part is making a document written by a committee coherent.
Hope it is. 1If you have any questions give me a call. 1I'11 find
the answers.

A couple of asides -

1] My ideal size for a committee is one (relatively competent);
two if views are diverse; three only if you need a tie breaker.
(We were over that.)

2] A morbid thought, shared by another "older" member, that if
this takes 20 yrs. we shouldn't be involved. We won't be here to
see' it. Hope we are. ‘

"Aside 2" aside, even the "old guys" around here are anxious to be
involved in future planning.

Thanks again, and I wish you an easy process from here on.



16 July, 2001
T0: Steve Morris
~Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
50 West Kellog Blvd. - Suite 665
St. Paul, MN 55102

FROM: Prespect Park and East River Road Improvement Association
({PPERRIA) Ad Hoc Light Rail Transit Committee

SUBJECT: Comments on Midway Corridor LRT

Truth in Labeling Statement

These comments do not reflect the official view of PPERRIA, nor of
the neighborhood.

Conclusions

The Ad Hoe LRT Committee supports LRT in the Midway Corridor and
continued study of two alignments between Hwy 2B0 and the University
of Minnesota.

Background

The committee was broadly based and open. Nine members were chosen
by PPERRIA (by its President or Executive Committee ?7); six were

added by invitation for their diverse views or expertise (by me or
other committee members); there were several "walk-ons"™ (welcomed).

In 1982 Senator Donald N. Moe drafted a bill for "The Union Avepus"
He borrowed the title from an 1873 proposal for a "broad avenue"
between St. Paul and Minneapolis. This is not new stuff. Others
have thought about it before; we are thinking about it again. We
look forward to more detailed thinking about it as ridership and
build cost numbers become available.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment during the sceoping process.
We await other opportunities to comment as planning proceeds. Thank
.you, in advance, for those.

Thanks also to the committee members for their thoughtful comments,
contributions, hard work and good humor.

For the commitfee,

@‘.mm

Tony “‘Garmers, Chair/Convener



Prospect Park/East River Road Improvement Association

PPERRIA Ad Hoc LRT Commitiee Report — July 16, 2001

The Prospect Park/East River Road Neighborhood has 35 years experience with the
consequences of hosting a major metropolitan transportation artery, 1-94, separating East River
Road and East River Terrace from the rest. In spite of this separation, the neighborhood
remains relatively cohesive. The pressure on the housing stock exerted by the University of
Minnesota has eased somewhat with the recent addition of private student housing. The
neighborhood remains home to a large long-term population, hopefully permitting the short-term
residents to move through with a sense of acceptance if not belonging. We would like to be a
residential node that remains viable. The adjacent neighbors of the area are either industrial or
institutional. These comments focus on the segment of proposed LRT between Highway 280

on the east and Oak Street on the west.

- This neighborhood currently has good bus service: Nos. 16 and 50 on University Avenue, Nos.
8 and 101 on Franklin Avenue. We could be happy with what we have.

However, we are concerned about increasing traffic congestion in the metropolitan area, the
increasing pollution of our environment by automobile emissions, and the predicted increase of

pressure on our streets and highways.

Therefore, this committee supports LRT in the Midway Corridor as part of a system benefiting

the entire metropolitan area.

Many of our residents have concerns about the effect of light rail in this area. We believe there
are two possible alternative routes through our neighborhood: (1) turning north of University
Avenue just west of Highway 280, either retumning to Washington Avenue near Oak Street or
proceeding north of the University campus to “Bridge 9”; (2) along University Avenue to
Washington Avenue and across the Washington Avenue bridge. (itis our understanding that
the University of Minnesota has expressed a preference for a northern route around the campus
utilizing Bridge 9.) We find advantages and disadvantages to each of these alternatives:

NORTH OF UNIVERSITY

UNIVERSITY TO WASHINGTON AVE

Less development in neighborhood

Opportunity for attractive development along
University Avenue

Opportunity for development and job creation
in Southeast Minneapolis Industrial (SEMI)
area

Better access to LRT for Prospect Park and
East River Road neighborhood residents,
Glendale Housing Project residents and users
of the Community Ed Programs at Pratt

Avoid possible removal of trees on University
Avenue boulevards

Possible discouragement of truck traffic on
University Avenue because of loss of traffic
lanes

Better chance of retaining bus service and
present small neighborhood businesses on
University Avenue due to accessibility and
parking

Probable increased traffic levels on Franklin
Avenue should University lanes be eliminated -

Retention of pedestrian access across
University Avenue




Page 2

We believe there is substantial support for each alternative among our residents. We believe
that we have insufficient information on the effect of the alternatives to make a decision with

" regard to the two alternative routes described above. ‘We urge the planners to keep both
alternatives open for further consideration. We |ook forward to additional information and further

involvement in the planning process.

We urge the LRT planning process to focus on the following needs and concerns of our
neighborhood:

Involvement of the Community at all stages of decision-making regarding routes,
stations, and development surrounding stops. '

Protection of the residential areas of the neighborhood from increased
traffic, noise, and disruption.

Protection of the existing small neighborhood businesses in the area.

Afiractive landscaping alorig any developed LRT route.

LRT stop within easy walking distance of the neighborhood.

Minimum noise along the LRT route.

Maintenance of the 16A bus line.

In the event a route is selected going north of University Avenue, it should turn north -

immediately west of Highway 280, e.g. Berry Street, NOT further west at, as the maps
suggest, at 29" Avenue. S.E.

PPERRIA Ad Hoc LRT Committee
Tony Garmers, Chair

Ty Goianr ’
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112-338-1920

Date: 19 July 2001

To: Steve Morris, Project Manager
Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority (RCRRA)
50 West Kellogg Boulevard, Suite 665
St. Paul, Minnesota 55102

Subject: Comments on the proposed Central Cornidor Transit Project in the
vicinity of the Minneapolis campus of the University of Minnesota

Dear Mr. _Mom's:

We would like to comment on several issues that could have a significant impact
on the planning of the proposed Central Corridor Transit Project in the vicinity of
the Minneapohs campus of the University of Minnesota. Because the "Scoping
Comment Period” closes on 20 July, 2001, we will be brief with our comments.

-We are aware that several proposals exist for either Light Rail Transit (LRT) or

Busway/Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) routes in the vicinity of both the East and West
banks of the U of M Minneapolis campus. We have recently been informed that
the University of Minnesota has stated their preference for the route to be on
Bridge # 9 over the Mississippi River. As a community, we would like to be on
record stating that, at this time, we believe that the Washington Avenne Bridge
route would be more practical and user friendly.

We are concerned about the possible impact of any LRT or BRT route in and
around the U of M Minneapolis campus. However, we are particularly concerned
about any proposed LRT or BRT route across the Mississippi River on Bridge # 9
and a proposed station that would be located very pear the Riverview Tower
Condominium and the Tenth Avenne Bridge. Bridge # 9 is a newly renovated
commuter (pedestrian and bicycle) bridge that joins the U of M campus near
Dinkytown with the land immediately adjacent to Riverview Tower Condominium
and River Bluff Townhomes (near the U of M West Bank campus).

Specifically, we would like to state the following issues conceming any proposed
LRT or BRT route across the Mississippi River on Bridge # 9 and any proposed
station in the vicinity of the Riverview Tower Condominium and the Tenth
Avenue Bridge:

Environmental Impact:

* The noise, vibration, emissions, increased auntomobile traffic, and other
environmental impacts of any proposed LRT or BRT route or station would
have a very significant and noticeable effect on the quality of life of residents
of the Riverview Tower Condominium and River Bluff Townhomes. The
structural integrity of Bridge # 9, the Riverview Tower Condominium, and the
River Bluff Townhomes may be threatened by vibrations. The Riverview
Tower Condominium building is located less than sixty feet from the
proposed LRT or BRT route, and only a few hundred feet from the location
of a proposed station. Several River Bluff Townhomes residences are located
less than fifty feet from the proposed LRT or BRT route. :

* The land under and around the proposed Bridge # 9 route and any proposed
station is probably contaminated by toxic chemicals from earlier industrial
use by Minnegasco. Much of the land in this area has been the focus of major
environmental cleanup efforts and is a Federal Superfund cleanup site as
designated by the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA).

* Minneapolis would lose a significant section of park land around the

proposed Bridge # 9 route.



Crime:

Increased transients, pedestrians, and automobile traffic near the station and
the route would increase cime because the proposed station would be located
in an isolated, out of the way area. Riders would become obvious targets for
crime. As noted above, the Riverview Tower Condominium building is located
less than sixty feet from the proposed LRT or BRT route, and only a few
hundred feet from the location of a proposed station. Some River Bluff

Townhomes residences are located less than fifty feet from the proposed LRT

of BRT route.

Safety:

The proposed LRT or BRT route on Bridge # 9 would be located less than
fifty feet from several homes in the River Bluff Townhomes community
where many children live and play. One designated playground is less than
fifty feet away from the proposed route, and two others are located about two
hundred feet away from the route. Children frequently play in the streets,
parks, and other areas around Bridge # 9.

Efficacy;

The proposed LRT or BRT route on Bridge # 9 and through Dinkytown
would be out of the way and inconvenient for most U of M community
members and the thousands of daily visitors to the Minneapolis East Bank and
West Bank campuses.

Alternative LRT or BRT routes proposed for Washington Avenue (pear the
Academic Health Sciences buildings and the Fairview-University Medical
Center hospital and clinics), the Washington Avenwe Bnidge, and through the
center of the West Bank campus would be much closer to the vast majority of
East Bank and West Bank campus activity. Also, the many daily visitors to the
Fairview-University Medical Center would be much better sexved.

The residents of Riverview Tower are generally in favor of all forms of mass
transportation. Because of the aforementioned 1ssues and concerns, we believe that
the Washington Avenue Bridge route is the better choice.

Sincerely,

Riverview Tower Board IEECtors
%x/ﬂéfz%
S

CC:

%A@ %w, vice Presraear—

Joan Campbell, Minneapolis City Council

Peter McLaughlin, Hennepin County Commissioner

Dean Zimmerman, Minpeapolis Park Board

Jan Morlock, Director of Community Relations, University of Minnesota
Andrew Gittleman, Gittleman Management Corporation
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Merriam Park
Communlt Council, Inc. =,

Shadow Folls
1573 Selby Avenue - Suite 311 St. Paul - Minnesota - 55104

Internet: www.tcfreenet.orgforg/mpce.top.html
651.645.6887 « fax 651.917.9991

11-20-01 10:05A

‘pard of Directors
Sherd Smith
Pregdant
oger Meymr
-4t Vico President
Cindy Hall Comments to the Central Corrider Coordinating
14 Vice President Committee (C4) on Central Corridor Scoping for Major
Bediogan ‘Transit Improvements,
Snalting-Selby Area Busicss
: ‘:::R g "~ The Central Corridor, at present, contains the second and the third highest
Secreeary bus ridership of all bus lines in the Metro bus system including both
L v .. Metro Transit lines and other lines. The Central Corridor also contains the
. Aagelios Bezreas-Heomen highest intercity bus ridership, roughly 16,000-17,000 riders per day on
st Thormes Represectative the #16A bus along University Ave. and more than that on the #21A bus
Devid Bebwers along Selby, Marshall and Lake streets. Both the #16A and the #21A are
v ottion tnd Eccmorile Tocal buses that stops at least every two blocks. The #16A and the #50
Development Coman. Chair (limited stop) buses together accounted for more than six million riders in
T8 Malush ; the year 2000, with ridership growing at about seven percent per year, vs.

motor vehicle volumes on University growing at less than three percent

vuchac! McDanough
Roger Meyer - per year. Current modal dynamics thus favor transit with a higher growth
ding and Land Use Chair rate than nontransit trips.
3g Poine -
DPIA Reprotootative . . .
Fouse S The #16A buses in 2001 and 2000 have frequently run at capacity, with
i ppeofiie Represcataclve standing passengers unable to find seating. The capacity of a regular
6-3—;”;113“@"' oot Metro Transit bus is 40, and these ar? the vehicles that serve the rotxte
L 1y . most frequently off-peak. Larger, articulated buses have been steadily
| COMf-Campos Corumeit added, but these too are at capacity frequently dunng peak hours,
John Woodell
Peri Zanth In July, 1999, the Merriam Park Community Council passed the following
language as its official position on Central Corridor transit investments:
StafT
T Helind THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Merriam Park Community
w;:rw i Council endorses the recommendations produced by the Saint Paul Trunsit

Maraging Edie, Merrion Pk Poss  Vision Task Force, with these additions:

1. That special efforts be made to secure dedicated right of way for existing
bus lines an our streets;

Comments/Central Corridor
Merriam Park Community Council
. 1
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2. Thar a pilot project of fare prepayment be initiated to explore its feasibility for buses;

4. That the Merriam Park Community Council requests to Metro Transit, the City of Saint
Paul, and area business groups and businesses wark together to identify ways of
improving the efficiency and safety of fransfers between hus lines serving Merriam Park;

5. That the Merriam Park Community Council pledges 1o work closely with Metro
Transit, the City of Saint Paul, Ramsey County and the Metropolitan Council fo identify
and develop main line, high capacity, long distance transit such as LRT in the Midway

Corridor. .

Pursuant to the above, we believe that any transit improvements in the Central Corridor
should accommodate capacity and attract ridership at least at the level of a good light rail
transit system, If light rail is the only option that does this, then light rail should be the
recommendation of the Central Coordinating Committee.

In addition, the Merriam Park Community Council’s position on Ayd Mill Road is that it
should not be connected to 1-35E and 1-94, but rather should serve at most as a {ocal
street and boulevard, with alternative iransportation modes included.

Therefore, at the scoping stage in the Committee’s process, the Merriam Park
Community Council believes both the 1-94 and University Ave. alignments, using
light rail technology, should be retained for further study. The MPCC also
believes that the commuster rail Canadian Pacific (“Short Line”™) route option
should also be retained in the alternatives that receive further study as part of the

C4 process.

Attached for reference are various resolutions approved by the Merriam Park Community
Council within the past two years regarding transit and traffic in the Central Corridor.

1. Metro Pass Employee Trip Reduction Program

The Merriam Park Community Council is supportive of the City of St. Paul’s participation
in the Metro Pass Program and further encourages the city to expand the program beyond
the downtown area to employees city-wide.

2. Truock weight and number of trailers per rig
WHEREAS the Midway is a significant hub in the metro area’s trucking industry;

WHERFAS raising the weight restrictions on trucks could allow triple bottom high
capacity hauls onto existing truck routes in the City of St, Paul;

WHEREAS, the above conld significantly affect safety and livability along Snelling,
University, and other truck routes in or near Merriam Park;:
Comments/Central Corridor

Merriasm Park Community Council
2
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WHERFEAS most states, including Mirmesota, for these and other reasons have declined to
support weight increases in the past; :

THEREFORE, BEJT RESOIVED, that the Merriam Park Community Council goes on
record opposing any increases in allowed truck weights on our streets and highways, and
urges the City, Ramsey County, the Metropolitan Council and the State of Minnesota also

fo oppose any increases.

3. St. Paul Transit Vision Advisory Task Force
WHIRIEAS Merriam Park now bears the greatest burden providing freeway access to
single occupancy vehicles trips from both Merriam Park and elsewhere south of Merriam

Park;

WHEREAS shifting significant trips loads to transit will preserve livabilily and safety on
Merriam Park streets, roads and highways;

WHERFAS increasing transit ridership can result from the recommendations made by the
Saint Paul Transit Vision Advisory Task Force;

THEREFORE, BE IT RESCOLVED, that the Merriam Park Communily Council endorses
the recommendations produced by the Vision Task Force, with these additions:

1. That special efforts be made to secure dedicated right of way for existing bus lines on
our streefrs;

2. Ihat a pilol project of fure prepayment be initiated to explore its feasibility for buses;

4. That the Merriam Park Community Council requests Metro Transit, the City of Saint
Paul, and area business groups and businesses work together to identify ways of
improving the efficiency and sqfety of transfers between bus lines serving Merriam Park:;

3. That the Merriam Park Community Council pledges to work closely with Metro
Transit, the City of Saint Paul, Ramsey County and the Metropolitan Council to identify
and develop main line, high capacity, long distance transit such as LR1'in the Midway
Corridor.

The following clause of the above resolution was passed by the Merriam Park
Transponation and Economic Development Committee but tabled by the Merriam Park
Community Council Board of Directors:

3. That opticon technology be installed for bus lines serving Merriam Park, fo reduce
unnecessary bus waits at stoplights;

Comments/Central Corridor
Merriam Park Community Council
3
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4. Development along the Ceniral Corridor _
On May 9th, 2001, the Merriam Park Board of Directors adopted the following

position:
"The Merriam Park Community Council opposes the Home Depot Development
Jor University and Lexington as currently proposed and opposes 111V for same and

supports a mixed use, urban village development.”
The Council envisions the Central Corridor as one of the regions most important

mass transit corridors and expects development to be compatible with which ever mode is
ultimatelychosen.

Comments/Central Corridor
Merriam Park Community Council
4
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Earth Protector, Inc.

622 Lowry Avenue North
Minneapolis, Minnesota, USA 55411-1441
612/522-9433 FAX 612/52]-5506
-www.EarthProtector.org

Leslie@EarthProtector.org _
Fighting for the Barth sirce 1983

Tuly 20, 2001

FAX 2 pagcs total, no cover.

Steve Morris, Project Manager

Ramscy County Regiopal Raitroad Authority
50 West Kellogg Boulevard, Suite 665

St. Paul, MN 55102

RE: Scoping Comments for the Central Corridor Transit Project Environmental Rg;vicw

I)e'arJ!Ml;. Morgls: S

Eatth Protector interest in the above referenced project is in kecping with our charter to
protect the air, water and Jand for future gencrations to enjoy.

Wo belicve that placing a light rail (LR'i‘) line on University Avenuc would worsen the
traffic situation due to the amount of space taken up by such a project. In addition, 194
cannot handle the traffic it already has so taking space for a rail line and the amount of

time that construction would deay usc of the highway rendcr both of these proposzils

unwonhy of public support. :
F,arlh' Protcctor suggests, and has suggested in the past, that you look north to the
corridors that exist near Pierce Butler Road and the commercial rail lines. Froma
northérn location yon could locate your connector fines of clean hydrogen/fuel celf buscs
and have the best of all worlds including cooperation from the public. Construction would
be quicker and Jess costly. In addition, transportation should always be available along
University in a form that presently exists...except with clean fuel buses.

When:194 was built it cut across the Rondo community and destroyed jts integrity. A rail
line down University Avenue would do the same to the new community. We know the
Rail Authority wants rail because their colleagues make more moncy. LRT is the rip-off
of the present and the future and as you promote it you become part of it.

r—

bt e . ———
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“nviropmental review should consider noise. parking and especially air pollution from
traffic build-up duc to LRT cougestion along University Avenuc. Tt should also consider
emissions fiom the production of electricity that would likely be used for LRT. The air
analysis should consider the most sensitive populations and asthma should be at the top of
your list.

In addition, the social impacts of LRT on this re-emerging minority should be reviewed
and scriously considered. Thus the environmental racism component of federal review

should be given emphasis.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this important matter.

Sincerely,

Leslie Davis
President

1.D/ck
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--Jriginal Message—-

DeSpiegelaere, Kathryn
en 001 10:46 AM
t 53
r Wmmee

leasoinelude i . o i ; e fofice—thramis.

- Original Message-—

Tun: mihpdc@bitstream.net [mailto:mithpdc@bitstream. net]
:ent: Thursday, June 14, 2001 11:28 AM

' Kathryn.DeSpiegelaere@Co.Ramsey.MN.US

i thomwell@bitstream.net

‘uuject: Central Corridor Coordinating Committee

v tein favor of retaining both the University Ave. and I-94 LRT alignments in the outcome of the
oundmittee process.

I “ve are legitimate arguments for both.
i Jniversity, economic development, local high capacity service, and other points.

i *-94, express intercity service and avoidance of complex, possibly defeating political

t nglements. An 1-94 choice should include bus interchange stations on bridge decks,

a.~-and-rides (but not free. They should not simply attract those who would otherwise drive
owntown) above stations and possibly development air rights, as happened in Boston's central spine
v~ the orange line and the Mass Turnpike.

1.1k we should retain both options as recommendations and, in the final report, include the

iffering reasons for both.

. Hollinshead
7_3 Hague Ave,

t. Paul, MN 55104
51-645-4267



Morris, Steve

To: jhulkonen@wbcdc.org ‘
Subject: RE: Central Corridor Transit Scoping Comments
John:

Fhank you for your comments. They will be entered into the record.

Steve Morris

—0Original Message—

From: John Hulkonen [SMTP:jhutkonen@wbcdce.org]
Sent: Monday, July 16, 2001 4:37 PM

To: steve. moris@ce.ramsey.mn.us

Subject: Centra! Corridor Transhk Scoping Comments
Steve: -

| attended the scoping meeting help at the Radisson Hotel on the U of M
campus and heard the presentation and comments made orally. | would mainly
like fo say that the West Bank Community Development Corporation is in
support of the Centrai Corridor Transit Project and feels that mass fransit
between the downtowns of Minneapolis and St. Paul is critical to an area

wide transit system. Further we would like to say that we favor a transit

route that goes on Washington Avenue as it traverses the West Bank
Neighborhood. The Washington route is more central to the neighborhood as a
whole and will better serve the highly dense populations that live, work and
study here. Care in planning a station should be rnade to make a Washington
Avenue station user friendly to riders so the grade differential does not

pose as a barrier fo use.

The northern route is not favored because it skirts the neighborhood on its
northern extremities and would fail at making the transit system accessible
and convenient. We already have an LRT station that is probably the worst
sited station on the entire Hiawatha leg and will require massive amounts of
-tire and resources to make it functional as a real transportation asset. We
don't want fo repeat that mistake. Expeditious construction of a system
shouid not overshadow good design. If we don't have time to build it right
the first time we surely won't have time to build it right a second
time...this is a looong term infrastructure.

Thank you for this opportunity to provide input.

John Hulkonen
Economic Development Director



Morris, Steve

[ SalvatoreSFranco@cs.com
Subject: RE: "Scoping” Comment on Possible Ceniral Corridor LRT Proposal

r ank you for your comment. It will be included in the public record.
Steve Morris

--—--Original Message—-

From:; SalvatoreSFranco@cs.com [SMTP:SalvatoreSFranco@cs.com)
Sent: Wednesday, July 18, 2001 11:27 PM

To: steve.morris@co.ramsey.mn.us

Subject: "Scoping” Comment on Possible Central Corridor LRT Proposal

1920 South First Street #106
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55454
July 18, 2001

Mr. Steve Morris, Project Manager
. Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
" 50 West Kellogg Boulevard, Suite 665
St. Paul, MN 55102

Dear Mr. Morris,

| am a resident of Riverview Tower, 1920 South First Street, Minneapolis,

adjacent to the West Bank campus of the University of Minnesota. Before the

"scoping comment period” ¢closes on July 20, 2001, | would like to comment on
" a possible proposal to route a Central Corridor light rail line over Bridge

#9 from the West Bank to the University of Minnesota East Bank campus near

Dinkytown.

1. I believe that from the viewpoint of those using mass transit to get to

the West Bank, that route would be the Jeast convenient one, because it would
be at the extreme north end of the West Bank neighborhood, and therefore
would maximize the amount of walking people would have o do to get from the
transit line to common West Bank destinations, such as University West Bank
Campus buildings, Augsburg College, and Cedar Avenue. A transit line located
along Washington Avenue would be more centrally located and much more
convenient for its passengers to or from the West Bank.

2. A transit line located along Washington Avenue would be far better
situated for the many passengers who would be going to or from the
University's East Bank campus, especially for those commuting to or from the
medical facilities and dormitories in the Stadium Village area.

- 3. The proposed light rail route across Bridge #9 would be within a few feet
of West Bank housing, including River Bluff Townhomes and Riverview Tower,
disturbing hundreds of residents with noise and possibly with home damage
from vibrations. The proposed route would also pose a substantial safety risk
to the many children who live in River Bluff Townhomes adjacent to the
proposed rail line.

4. | understand that alternatives being considered for light rail along
Washington Avenue include routing it on existing traffic lanes of the
‘Washington Avenue Bridge, or through a tunnel under the Mississippi River. If
no one has done so, | would suggest that consideration be given to widening
the Washington Avenue Bridge for light rail. That would provide the most
convenient route for University-area comruters, minimize the impact of light
Eil on autorr}obile traffic on the bridge, and conceivably entail less expense
an a funnel.

Sincerely yours,

Salvatore Franco



~18-2081 05:20pm  From-PEDIATRICS 5126265262 T-184 P.001/002 F-398

Central Corridor Transit Project Public Scoping Meeting

Comment Sheet

1. Alernatives:

No Buiid

Comment:

Transporiation System Management (TSM)
Comment;

Light Rail Transit (LRT) — University Avenue
Comment:

Light Rail Transit (LRT) — }-94 .

Comment:

Busway/Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) — University
Commenl:

2. Siations:

3. General Comments: (submit additional pages if necessary} L%e/

4. Name (optional) Dty een Rowen
Address: . ]
E-Mail address: _
Telephone: Fax:

Please put your comments in the comment box tonight or Submit by July 20, 2001 to:
Steve Morris, RCRRA, 50 West Kellogg Boulevard, Suite 665, St. Paul, Minnesota 55102,
if you have any questions please contact Steve Moyris at Phone: (651) 266-2784,
TDD 1(800) 627-3529, Fax: (651) 266-2761 or via e-mall at steve.morris@co.ramsey.mn.us

Thank you for attending this Public Scoping Meeting!

D



i7-18~2001  05:20pm  From-PEDIATRICS 6126265262 T-184  P.002/002 F-386

Central Corridor Transit Project Public Scoping Meetmg
Comurnent Sheet

I wish to address the issue of using railroad bridge #9 as a route through the University
of Minnesota Carnpus.

As a resident of the 7 Corners area since 1983, I am familiar with the people and
geography.

I object strongly to using that area because it could easﬂy endanger the safety of the
approximately 50 children who live in Riverbluff Townhomes. The homes are
immediately adjacent to the bridge and the proposed line. The children are already
restricted to playing in a very small area comprised of only their yards. The homes are
bounded by streets on two sides (no place to play across the streets), a cliff on one side,
and an empty lot/dump site on the fourth side along with the bridge. One can readily
imagine the allure a track might have for kids looking for fun. The children already
spill out info the side street to play ball. These children are from economically
disadvantaged families and most are of color. An argument could well be made for
environmental justice.

Doreen Bower

1400 2™ Street S. A1008
Minneapolis, MN 55455
Telephone 612-333-3782



Central Corridor Transit Project Public Scoping Meeting

Comment Sheet

1. Alernatives:

No Build

Comment:

Transportation System Management {TSM)

Comment:

Light Rail Transit (LRT) — Universily Avenue

Comment:

Light Rail Transit ({RT) ~ 1-94

Comment:

Busway/Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) — University

Comment:

2. Stations:

3. General Comments: {submit additional pages if necessary)

4. Name (optional) ,
Address: Y Lomoe AV
E-Mail address:

Telephone: £<&/ . M«S .¢/77Y  Fax:

Please put your comments in the comment box tonight or Submit by July 20, 2001 to:
Steve Morris, RCRRA, 50 West Kellogg Boulevard, Suite 665, St. Paul, Minnesota 55102.
If you have any questions please contact Steve Momis at Phone: (651) 266-2784,

TDD 1(800) 627-3529, Fax: (651) 266-2761 or via e-mail at steve.morris@co.ramsey.mn.us

Thank you for attending this Public Scoping Meeting!




Central Corridor Transit Project Public Scoping Meeting
Comment sheet addition pages

3. I believe it is vital for the long term transportation solution of the Mefro area to include a light rail
connection between Minneapolis and Saint Paul. New transit solutions are always met with
apprehension and concern, but if Saint Paul does not become involved now, they will be left
behind. The cost of implementing Light Rail will certzinly not decrease over the next twenty
years, while I believe our need for it will. 1 therefore support LRT, but have t0o many questions
as to whether the 1-94 route or the University route would be best, and leave that option to the
experts. It is important that some local service be in place on University.

{ have no comments on any bus transit except to say that Metro Transit has made it abundantly
clear that even after a public process that took over two years, they still could and did and will
continue to move routes wherever and whenever they choose. They do not honor their own
process and therefore, any public suggestions are rendered meaningjess. In addition, there~
spokesperson, Bob Gibbons, has publicly stated that Metro Transit isn’t required to have a public
process.

97 Ccmo RV



florris, Steve

‘rom: Morris, Steve :

ent: Thursday, July 19, 2001 12:39 PM

‘o: ‘Colette Lund’ :

iubject: RE: Central Corridor between St. Paul & Downtown Minneapolis

‘hanks for your comments. They will be included in the public record.

‘teve Morris
—Original Message—
From: Coletie Lund {SMTP:colettelund@coletteiundrealty.com}
Sent: Thursday, July 18, 2001 11:54 AM
To: steve.moris@co.ramsey.mn.us
Ce: morlo00i @umn.edu
Subject: RE: Centrai Corridor between St. Paul & Downtown Minneapolis

i live at Riverview Tower (206 Condominiums - All Owner Occupied - No Rentals). | write this memo on behalf of many
concemned residents at Riverview Tower.

| attended a meeting on July 18, 2001 presented by Jan Morlock of the University of Minnesota. 1 am in favor rapid
commuter transportation but | am not in favor of one of the proposals conceming the use of #9 Bridge that has just
been converted by the City of Minneapolis, Park Board to a walkway/bicycle path. Here are the reasons: Not close
enough fo the East and West Bank, need to have stops to pick up and drop off passengers to make the system cost
efficient, not populous, obstruction, environmental concems and noise factors are just afew. It is the only
walkway/bicycle link between the U of M, East and West Bank other than, Washington Ave Bridge.

It only seems logical that Washington Avenue Bridge should be the area of concentration. WHY? Because, the
University of Minnesota needs fo have a central light rail fransit corridor to move masses of people. University Avenue
and Washington Avenue Bridge are the central locations. Considerations, such as underground rail, under the bridge
rail or widen the bridge should be the area of concentration, not #9 Bridge.

Number 9 Bridge might be used as a Mini-Bus link (without obstructing the bridge and minimum amount of noise} to
connect with the Light Rail Transit systems and the East and West Bank of the University of Minnesota

The purpose of mass transportation is for the convenience of fransporting masses of people and eliminating
automobiles. So therefore, it only seems logical fo build the light rail where the concentration of people are located and
will continue to be located. The University of Minnesota area greatly needs a system running through the East and
West Bank Campuses, not only today but also for the many years forthcoming. Plan for the future today lo eliminate
extra expenditures for tomorrow. Submitted by: Colette Lund, 1920 South First St., 906 Riverview Tower, Mpls., MN.
55454 PH: 612-338-7629.



Morris, Steve

!‘ .

Wee, David J. non Unisys

Subject: RE: Central Corridor

I' anks for your comments. They will be included in the public record.

steve Morris

—Original Message—--

From: Wee, David J. non Unisys [SMTP:david.wee@unisys.com]
Sent: Thursday, July 19, 2001 11:32 AM

To: ‘Morris, Steve’

Subject: Central Corridor

Importance: Low

Dear Mr. Morris,
Last night | attended an informational meeting at Riverview Tower on the West Bank, U of MN, with my fellow
residents and Jan Morley from the U of MN, about alternatives for the Central Comidor. We were surprised that cne

" alternzative being considered is a Light Rail Transit system across the recently opened "Bridge 9" connecting the West

Bank with Dinkytown in Southeast Mpls. Although Bridge 9 was once a railroad biidge, it was closed and then
converted into a bridge to accomodate bicycle and pedestrian traffic across the river, a development that we are all

“happy about.
- However, we would not be happy about Bridge 9 being used to support Light Rail Transit or any other mass transit

system, for reasons that we discussed at the meeting. Someone is preparing a list outlining our opposition to such a
ptan, and | hope you will make known our opposition as well as make it part of the official record of comments.

I support the development of a mass transit system along the Central Corridor. Knowing that it should both serve the
U of MN commuunity and connect with the Hiawatha Corridor, it seems obvious to me that the Central Corridor should
cross the river via the Washington Ave Bridge. If that means that autornobiles would no longer be able to cross the
river via the Washington Ave Bridge, that is just fine with me. When residents of the Twins Cities come to realize that

 urban mass transit is a progressive replacement for -- not an addition o — our beloved automobiles, we will come o

love itjusg as much as Europeans and the Japanese love their public transit systems, and we will be glad we made
the swilch,

Sincergly yours,

David J. Wee



florris, Steve

o: Welling Thoman
‘ubject: RE: Comments on Sceping - Cent Corr
‘hip:

hanks for your comments. They will be included in the record.

teve Morris

-—-Qriginal Message---—

-From: Welling Thoman [SMTP:thornwell@bitstream.net]
Sent: Friday, July 20, 2001 6:46 AM
To: Steve Morris
Ce: DeSpiegelaere, Kathryn
Subject: Comments on Scoping - Cent Corr
Steve:

Below is a letter with my comments on the scoping for the Central
Corridor. Soe of the formatting may have been lost, but | think this is
a minor problem. A hard copy of the letter will follow by regular
mail. Would you please send me an email to acknowledge receipt of this
message. Thank you.

Chip

ALULIULATUAAMVLAVAAUATAVLATEA AT ARSI
20 July 2001

Mr. Steve Morris

RCRRA

50 West Kellog Blvd., Suite 665
Saint Paul, MN 55102

Dear Mr. Morris:

I am writing to comment on the Scoping Booklet that was prepared
for the Central Commidor. | am a resident of Merriam Park, which is in
the study area.

] think that an investment to improve transit service in the
-Central Corridor is necessary for the reasons described in the Scoping
booklet. | currently rely on the bus; it is my family’s second car. |
rode the 16A to the Scoping meeting that was held on 26 June. |
regularly ride the 191 to commute to work. | often ride the 21 and the
63, as well as other routes in the area.

| also have ridden Light Rail Transit in other cities, including
Baltimore, Maryland; Dallas, Texas; Porfland, Oregon; Cleveland, Chio;
and Calgary, Alberta. Based on this experience, | am especially
enthusiastic about the potential benefits that could come from LRT for
three reasons.

First, LRT in the Central Corridor would provide faster transit service
for many, if not most, of the people who currently ride the bus.

i RT is faster than the bus because
you do not have to wait for riders to clear the fare box,

the vehicles have more doors so loading and unloading is faster; and
the vehicles accelerate more quickly than the bus




Second, LRT in the Central Corridor would attract more new riders to
transit than could any changes to the bus service here. :

LRT is more appealing to riders than the bus because

LRT is guieter than the bus,
LRT does not produce smelly diesel exhaust, and
LRT has a smoother ride than does the bus

Third, LRT in the Central Corridor would have more potential to promote
and support more pedestrian-friendly development than could any changes
to the bus service here.

One of the reasons that | believe this is the auto-dominated
nature of recent development in the corridor where all we have now is
bus transit. Consider the area near Hamline and University, where big
box retail buildings are separated from the streets by vast parking lots
that are nearly devoid of vegetation. Here the bus nider is a second
class citizen at best. The bus rider is provided minimal shelter by the
road. To reach the stores or businesses, the bus rider must hike across
thefﬁparking lots with little in the way of routes separated from the car
traffic.

Comments on altemnatives

1. Alternatives
No Build - Hopefully we will move beyond this!

TSM - Am not sure what exactly is included in this alternative. | know
it includes some potential improvements in the transit system,
presumably meaning expansion of bus service. If the preferred
alternative is "bus-only,” then [ suspect that more service on existing
routes in the corridor, including especially more runs of the 50, would
probably be better than an expensive BRT project.

LRT on University - | prefer this over LRT on 1-84 because this would
give better transit service fo the large numbers of people who use the

16 and 50, which together have a ridership of about 16,000 per day vs.
the 94 B, C, D buses on the freeway , which together have a ridership of
about 3,500 per day. Also, | believe that the ridership on University

Is substantial during much of the day, while | suspect that the

ridership on -84 buses is heaviest during rush hour. In addition, |

think the potential to reduce our reliance on the car and promote and
support pedestrian-friendly development is much greater with LRT on
University than with LRT on {-94.

Also, | recommend that the spacing between stations be longer, i.e.,
more like the earlier LRT B scheme, than shorter, i.e., the earlier LRT
A. Irealize that there are inescapable trade-offs between distance
between stations and speed. | support a quicker LRT trip, meaning fewer
stations, combined with supplemental bus service on University.

LRT on 1-94 - | do not prefer this altemnative - see discussion above,
Hopefully the need for quick service in the corridor, presumably with an
emphasis on service during rush hour, would be served better by commuter
rail and perhaps supplemented by bus service on the freeway.

Busway/BRT on University - I do not prefer this alternative because of
the limitations of the bus by comparison with LRT. See discussion under
TSM above and general comments before that

Concerns about the Goals and Objectives of the Study |
2



Under *Communities and the Environment”

? Facilitate the preservation and enhancement of neighborhoods in the
Central Corridor.

To the end of this point, | think we should specifically add a statement
to say that livability increases as the number and percentage of trips
made by fransit, walking, and to a lesser degree bicycling, increase,
and the number of trips by car decrease.

? Support regional goals for cleaner air and watef, more efficient
energy use, and a safer and healthier environment

[ think we should emphasize that® reducing noise created by automobile,
bus, and truck traffic” is a key component of a safer and healthier
environment.

- Under “Transportation and Mobility”
? Create transportation improvements ...

Please substitute “transit” for “transportation” in the first line of

the verbiage following the first bullet [see above] and in the in the

first line of the verbiage following the third bullet. My understanding
was that this project is about transit primarily and { am concerned that
use of a more general term may lead in the direction of expansion of
road capacity.

1 am concerned by the goal of minimization of operating costs. While we
should hold costs down where possible, we should be careful to not allow
this concern to overide the advantages that provision of *.__ high

quality modal alternatives, ...” i.e., improved transit service, may

provide. These advantages include attracting more riders, promoting
economic development, and creation of pedestrian-friendly environments.

? Expand opportunities for all users to move freely to, through, and
within the Central Corridor.

1 am very concemned by the statement that we should expand opportunities
for all users, because this presumably includes drivers of automobiles.

1 do not think we should expand highway or road capacity in the

corridor. Moreover, if the capacity of the road system is increased,

this likely will undermine the potential of transit to attract riders

and improve the livability of the area.

I suggest that the statement be revised to read: “Expand opportunities
for people to move freely to, through, and within the Central Corridor
by modes other than the automobile.”

Overall, | believe that the evaluation of possible improvements to
transit service in the Central Corridor needs to include a comprehensive
comparison of car vs. transit. For example, | was disappointed that the
8 February 2001 draft of the Statement of Purpose and Need presented
tables and figures with traffic volumes, but no such tables or figures
for ridership on the bus lines in the corridor. | hope that future
versions of this document and others produced for the project will
include more balanced treatment of transit. | also hope that the
evaluation of the corridor will include consideration of the potential
costs and environmental effects of possible increases in parking and.
road capacity. '

Thank you very much for the opportunity to comment on the Scoping
Booklet that was prepared for the Central Corridor.

Sincerely,




Chip Welling
2157 Roblyn Av.
Saint Paul, MN 55104

651-644-6856
thomwell@bitstream.net



July 19, 2001

Mr. Steve Morris, Project Manager

Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
50 West Kellogg Bonlevard =~

Saint Paul, Minnesota 55102

Dear Steve,

Enclosed are several documents regarding Light Rail Transit on University Avenue
written over the past twelve years. Some of the commentary is dated due to RCRRA and
other agency planning changes of how LRT will operate on University Avenue. For
example, when some of the attached were written, it was uncertain how many stations
would be needed and how far apart the stops would be on University Avenue; your office
has now come to final decisions on those issues.

Nevertheless, I still request that my newspaper columns, letters and a report to the East
Metre Transit Vision Advisory Task Force be submitted as public testimony in discussion
of the route on University Avenue and LRT philosophy in general. Furthermore, I
request that a route two/three blocks south of University— along the north slope/St
Anthony Avenue access road of I-94— be considered as a replacement route. To my
knowledge this alternative never has been seriously studied. An earlier RCRRA Midway
Corridor Task Force recommendation, which has been overturned, called for an eventual
light rail line to be placed in the middle of I-94. 1 am not in favor of that alignment.

Among my documents is a letter to Kathy DeSpiegelaere in 1990 requesting that my
ideas on the North Slope alignment to be included for further study. They never were. 1
would be happy to share my vision for how this alignment will serve both the needs of
commuters as well as the nearby community on University Avenue.

I speak for and with a large number of people in the Midway and along University
Avenue, a few of whom you heard at your recent public meetings, when I request a more
in-depth study of the downside to LRT construction and operation on University Avenue.
We believe that the RCRRA, Met Council and St. Paul City Planners are not considering
the full impact of the changes to area transit users, business owners, employees, residents,
and shoppers. The North Slope option will still serve the Midway but is less intrusive to
the communities it traverses, while it provides a visible (to potential commuters stuck in
traffic on I-94) alternative to automobiles.

Sincerely, S

Nchen

Robert L. Wicker
1538 Englewood Avenue
St. Paul, MN 55104




Ms. Kathy DeSpiegelaere March 28, 1990
RCRRA - 316 Courthouse

15 West Kellogg Boulevard

Saint Paul, MN 55102

Dear Ms. DeSpiegelaere:

Please include these comments in the public record of the Scoping
Meeting. It is my request that the following ideas be considered for further
study for the Midway LRT Corridor.

Before making my specific recommendations for possible variations to
the existing three "build” alternatives, I'd like to state briefly some reasons for
them:

* Light rail must be avisible transit alternative to commuters.

* Light rail transit must be faster than existing public transportation.

» Light rail should follow existing commuter corridors.

» Light rail should be built where it can serve long term development.

* Qur light rail system, should it be built, must serve the entire Metro
Area and connect other modes of transportation, i.e. airport, AMTRAK
station, major connecting bus routes, etc.

I wish the RCRRA to study variations on the Soo Line/1-94 alignment.
First, if it hasn't been done already, I'd like to see an engineering feasibility
study done on the north slope of the freeway along with the existing one
done down the middle of I-94.

Next I'd like the following variations studied:

* LRT west on University from the Capitol to about Dale, then south to
the I-94 corridor.

e LRT leaving the I-94/500 Line just west of Prior, heading north over
Short Line tracks over University Avenue with a stop at the AMTRAK
station.

» LRT proceeding north from either the AMTRAK station, or from the
I-94/So0 Line corridor at Fairview, Transfer Road, Raymond Avenue, or
Hwy. 280 north to the U of M busway soon to be built north of the BN main
line.

» LRT following the existing BN tracks (stopping at the University of
Minnesota - Mpls., Main Campus at University Ave. S.E. and 15th Ave.
S.E.), which would enter downtown Minneapolis via the stone arch
bridge.

Thank you for this opportunity. If more clarification is needed, I'd be
pleased to expand on the reasons I believe these variations warrant further
study.

Sincerely,
R. L. Wicker

1538 Englewood Av
St. Paul, MN 55104



East Metro 20-Year Transit Vision

Bob Wicker, Midway Chamber of Commerce representative
January 23, _1999

General Comments:

* Ibelieve we have to plan for and build two public transit systems... or at least,
recognize that we have two distinct constituencies to serve: public-transit
dependent passengers and those for whom public transit is optional. The “two”
systems must be seamlessly integrated.

* Funding for Metro area transit must be more rationally based. Common sense
calls for a share of Metro area gas tax receipts and yearly license tabs be dedicated to
public transit. Above that, minimum investment levels for public transportation
maintenance and new capacity infrastructure need to be set and financed through
the general fund.

* More proactive reality-based planning and service building must be pursued. In
order to assure we have the right routes going to the proper destinations at proper
times, we should regularly survey current passengers and conduct research with all
car owners every two or three years as a condition of receiving their new license
tabs. This will give us “real life”-based transit preferences, and will also raise non-
public transit public awareness to transit options.

» After using public input to improve routes and service, aggressive sector/segment
marketing will be imperative. Public-private incentives for employee commuting
should continue and be expanded.

» We must consider a wider range of bus sizes and types. We must also be open to
private operators contracting for certain types of routes.

* Regarding the LRT discussion, rail modes of mass transit must evolve to move
large numbers of passengers more efficiently and with greater speed than local
buses; and NOT primarily as an economic development tool as is increasingly being
presented as a primary rationale for it. (This also calls into question the concept of
using light rail as a modern-day street car on main streets over the short term,
although this may be a strategy for later on in a 20-year plan.)

* The primary goal of rail transit must be to alleviate the need to build more
highways and to lessen the crush of autos on freeways during rush hours by
attracting more (and new) transit passengers to higher speed alternatives.

(continued next page)




Transit Vision - based on hub concept:

Our vision for a fully-integrated, multi-modal public transit system should begin
with a bus sytem that spreads out through the Metro area like a spider web. It
should be based on the concept of a series of transit hubs that connect to each other
by express buses. Each hub would be serviced by a network of local buses and

circulators.

» The development of such a network/system must take precedence over LRT
expenditures at this point.

» The goal of this system should be to allow transit passengers the ability to reach
every corner of the Metro area by public transit in a timely fashion. It also
recognizes the fact that many trips — perhaps most trips — in the Metro area do not
begin in the suburbs (or in city neighborhoods) and end in either downtown.

* These hubs might be readily placed or expanded in shopping centers. For
instance, in the East Metro, a hub might be expanded at Rosedale, with express
routes going north to a hub around 35W and 694; west to downtown Minneapolis
via the proposed 280/University Ave hub; east to Maplewood Mall; or south to the
proposed hub at University & Snelling and/or directly to downtown St. Paul.

» Suburban circulators and local Metro Transit routes will continue to serve these
hubs, bringing commuters, shoppers and employees to each hub. Park and ride lots
should be incorporated into this concept, with center management being reim-
bursed for space used for this purpose IF commuter parking becomes a problem.

* The key part of this hub concept is to provide suburban commuters a user-
friendly alternative to single-use auto travel. Therefore, incentives and passenger
conveniences are necessary to change this culture. One way to accomplish our goal
of limiting the freeway crush is to build “super hubs” around the 694/494 beltway.

* These “super hubs” will offer safe parking ramps at costs lower than average
downtown ramps and lots, say $4 or $5 a day. And, for this parking fee, passengers
receive a round-irip bus pass, with transfers, to anywhere within the network. We
should consider building these hubs on the airspace above freeways (like an “Oasis”
on the Northwest Toll Road in Illinois) for user convenience and to lessen the cost
of land acquisition. The “super hubs” could have convenience shops, coffee shops,
auto services and even day care incorporated into them.

» This concept is not “unfriendly” to LRT and commuter rail. It simply prioritizes
action in order to build consumer demand and actual passenger counts through an
existing bus infrastructure so that HOV lanes, busways and rail fit naturally into the
system. Market demand and ridership patterns will clearly indicate where transit-
ways and rail are needed to improve service. This passenger growth/demand also
will make the rail investment more cost-effective immediately.



MIDWAY COMQO MONITOR, St. Paul, Minnesota
Reflections on the Commonweal, by Bob Wicker (October 2000)

Whaf’s_ the name of your streetcar?

Desire?

Or it is Pride? ... or perhapsEnvy?

Light rail fever has hit St. Paul harder than the Hong Kong flu in February — at
least with a certain segment of our populace.

Any number of public offcials, city planners, civic boosters, rail buffs and ardent
transit supporters are preparing for light rail transit to become a reality in East Metro.
In Si. Paul. And down the middle of University Avenue.

To them, the question of whether we need it or not has already been answered.
“Yes, most assuredly ,” they say. “And the sooner, the better.”

“Why?” a timid few of us dare to ask, thinking about the awesome expense
versus the rather small transit benefit...the squandering of precious funds on one LRT
line adequately served by buses that could be used to build a real transit system in East
Metro... the emphasis on “development-on-the-come” in the inner city rather than
attacking congestion to and from the suburbs.,,and the disruption, dislocation and
inconveniencing of Midway residents, transit riders, truck and car drivers, shoppers
and workers for no real corresponding price benefit.

“Well...because,” they say.

They mention Sacramento and San Diego and Dallas and Toronto. They talk
about congestion. They point to development. They whisper about the availability of
federal funds. They remind us that West Metro is pulling ahead of us in rail transit.

The little detail of where it's going to travel between the two downtowns has also
been resolved, at least to them: “University Avenue...no other place makes sense,”
we're told smugly.

So another series of meetings and task forces and hearings is taking place,
ostensibly to figure out where LRT should go. But it's a formality, folks. The
“washed” have told the “unwashed” that’s it must go on University Avenue. Period.
“Because we say so0.”

Well, I hate bring up a few of the details that are being swept under the tracks, so
to speak. I've got some real problems with the cheerleaders’ planning, particularly as
they relate to LRT on University Avenue, and so should readers of this opinion.
When these details are honestly addressed, answered and factored into planning,
perhaps I'll pass over to the “washed” side...in the meantime, watch your wallets;
we're being taken for a ride.

The first seeming inanity to be explained is what’s LRT supposed to do? There
must be a clear statement of LRT’s mission, both in the Metro region and in St. Paul.
Is it to provide an alternative to buses, get people off the freeways, and move
passengers faster between limited stops? Or it is fo be a modern streetcar, stopping
every couple blocks, moving with local traffic, and being as unobtrusive on the
streetscape as possible? Let’s compare Minneapolis’ LRT with the proposed
University Avenue Line:




* In Minneapolis, the Hiawatha Line will have its own corridor adjacent to a new
expressway. The LRT stations are spread out along the route, off the street, and will
be fed by local buses. In St. Paul, they want to put it down the midd!le of the street
with slower, local traffic around it, while LRT zips through at 40 or 45 miles per hour.
Stops (or will they be stations?) will be in the middle too.

* Along Hiawatha, the highway and the rail line are designed for higher speeds;
on University Avenue it will be super-imposed on local traffic with lower speeds.

* On the Hiawatha Line the stops are spaced a mile or so apart; on University
Avenue, the question remains just how far they will be; some would like them a mile
apart here also. But it’s clear LRT in Minnespolis is, outside of downtown, designed
to offer faster, separated public transit. Not so in St. Paul.

» The Hiawatha line is, without doubt, being built for tourists, airline passengers
and Minneapolis Convention Center visitors. The University Avenue line is said to
be more for locals {and, of course, all the new residents and employees attracted by
new development by LRT, not to mention Minneapolis tourists traveling from their
hotels to our downtown Cultural Corridor.)

* Whereas the Hiawatha line will disrupt traffic by blocking traditional
neighborhood access to Hiawatha Avenue, most of the corridor is adjacent to
residential neighborhoods and the affect will be minimal. But on University
Avenue, virtually the entire corridor is commercial, industrial or retail — with much
heavier traffic flows. The new line will block left turns for two or three blocks at a
time, narrow already jammed lanes, reduce parking either significantly or just a little
depending upon who you believe, and will force many more pedestrians into the
street for LRT.

 Hiawatha Corridor passengers, it is said by its planners, will use LRT for
commuting and from going to one power destination or another: the Mall, the
airport, the West Bank or downtown Minneapolis, But University Avenue
passengers, at least the current ones, use their bus line for local travel, shopping and
entertainment along the entire street. And currently the local buses stop on demand
at every block right at the curb. When queried how the transit-dependent might be
affected by this severely curtailed level of service, the boosters suggest that we'll still
run the 16A for the local people. (That’s great...narrow the traffic lanes, increase the
amount of cars, trucks and buses because of fewer left turn lanes, remove parking and
make LRT passengers cross this mess — in the winter — to stand in the middle of the
street. Who thinks up this kind of stuff?) '

Four or five years ago I wrote in this space that the Hiawatha Line, then touted to
cost about $460 million, would ultimately add up to $1 billion. Latest figures show
that it’s approaching $800 million and it’s not in yet; we’ve got a serious expense to
move utilities in downtown Minneapolis. Just wait...it'll make it yet.

How this relates to University Avenue is this: it'll cost even more than
Minneapolis’ streetcar. So the problem is, nobody really knows how to accurately
estimate these things, and the constant assurances of one firm cost followed by the
need for ever more funding, leads me to think, at best, there’s incompetence at work
here, and at worst, that our public types are deliberately lying to us as part of a strategy
to get the darn thing built. ,



I don’t know how it’s going to turn out. To me, this is a boondoggle of
preposterous proportions, especially when you figure in the human costs directed
toward the so-called “little people”: small businesses cast aside; low income, transit-
dependent residents threatened with diminished service; and the very young, old and
disabled made to trek to a more inconvenient — and perhaps hazardous— venue.
the darn thing goes through on University Avenue, there may be higher property
values immediately around each stop/station, while everything else takes on a Third
World quality.

No, I don’t like what the planners and boosters are pushing. Call it paranoia, but I
can’t get past the feeling that, once again, the downtowners of both cities are willing to
sacrifice the liveability of the Midway for their own comnercial benefit.

Don't get too close to any of these folks — a sell-out doesn’t smell very pretty.



November 19, 1999

Boaard of Directors

MIDWAY CHAMBER OF COMMERCE
1600 University Avenue

St. Paul, MN 55104

Re: Reply to Bob Straughn’s “LRT on University Avenue” letter (11/16/99)
Dear Fellow Board Members:

My good friend, Bob Straughn, sent us a very well-conceived,
extremely well-written letter asking our support for light rail transit on
University Avenue. Bob has studied this issue as much as I and, until
recently, our vision for LRT and other public transit in the Midway and East
Metro was quite similar.

Although it is not readily apparent in Bob’s letter, I believe that the
under-lying reason for his now staunch support for LRT on University
Avenue is his fear that, if we on this side of the river dawdle over corridor or
alignment decisions, Minneapolis and West Metro will seize the opportunity
given by our delays and jump ahead of us here, as they did on the building of
the Interstate highway system.

There is much truth to this; and I believe this is what is leading so
many parties in St. Paul to jump on this trolley — excuse me — bandwagon.

However, there are some huge problems with University Avenue LRT
and LRT in general. My own fear is that, by wanting to stay in the LRT arena,
we will act hastily into acccepting a system that neither serves metro area
transit needs nor the Midway’s.

Let’s look at some on Bob’s rationale:

* “Provides best public access for workers coming to Midway from other parts
of the metropolitan region”

I disagree thoroughly. The new system would operate in a near
vacuum. It would go from downtown to downtown, period. Where’s the
total metro transit plan? Where is the feeder network?

* “Provides the best public transit access to residents of the area who work
beyond the two central business districts.”

I disagree even more thoroughly. How will tracks going from
downtown to downtown help our residents any more than the existing bus
system get people out to Oakdale, Little Canada, Burnsville or Eagan? Again,
there is no comprehensive plan.



e “It will increase pedestrian traffic and commercial activity on the Avenue.”

Okay, I agree with this one, but for opposite reasons than Bob’s. There
will be more pedestrian traffic because the LRT stops will be blocks apart and
transit dependent people and other passengers will have to walk longer to get
to a station. Rather than be served in the current block by block, curb to curb
fashion, stations will be placed either a mile or half mile apart. (In answer to
this problem, Metro Transit says it will keep running a version of 16A. . . so
we get both LRT and a bus line — for hundreds of millions of tax dollars.)

» “But perhaps most importantly, light rail transit on University Avenue will
encourage long-term commercial and residential redevelopment and
reinvestment in the Midway.”

We don’t need LRT for redevelopment in the Midway, already one of
the hottest areas of the metro area, although LRT somewhere in the Central
Corridor certainly won't hurt us. However, Downtown interests need LRT to
stay up with Minneapolis and, as usual, are willing to “use” the Midway to
~ bolster its own agenda. Our central question is: How much are we willing to

be “used,” willing to surrender of University Avenue, to help the larger issue
of getting LRT in East Metro?

In truth, I agree with Bob on many factors dealing with LRT. The
Midway Corridor makes more sense than the Riverview Corridor. A line
between the two downtowns is a good idea. And, in time and for the right
reasons, LRT will be a fine addition to public transit.

But, in the meantime, must we sign up, as the leading commercial
organization in the Midway, for a flawed, rushed, incredibly expensive system
that will not serve the Midway as well as current buses.

I urge you to stand firm for (a) a total transit system plan first, based on
customer needs and not those of the planners and politicians; and (b) a greater
look at the alternatives to University Avenue, rather than agreeing hastily
with those with vested interests, which may not be compatible with our own
interests. '

Sincerely,

Bob Wicker
MCC Board



Reflections on the Commonweal, by Bob Wicker (2/99)

The Conundrum of Light Rail Transit

PART 1

What must come first... the whole Transit System “chicken” or a Light Rail
“egg”?

That seems to be the million dollar question — make that “billion dollar
question” — because that’s what’s we’re talking about here.

To use basketball parlance, there’s a full court press on these days for light rail in
the Twin Cities and especially in St. Paul. There are many rationales for this. Some
of them are:

* Minneapolis appears to be getting its own line, from downtown to the Mall of
America via the airport, so many here figure it’s our turn. (The “We don’t want to
be left out in the cold” Argument.)

¢ There is widespread recognition that congestion on area freeways is reaching a
serious level that cannot be rectified through additional highway construction. (The
“We can’t build ourselves out of congestion” Argument.)

» Among many light rail advocates, there is the feeling that federal and state
surpluses translate to a greater willingness by elected officials to fund light rail
projects. (The “It’s now or never...let's push hard” Argument; a corollary to this
argument relating to federal funds is “Those are our tax dollars, too...if we don’t use
them, then someone else — less deserving — will.”)

* It’s a fact that it takes about five years to plan and construct a light rail line, so
we ought to start planning and lining up funding today. (The “Let’s try for the
money now and worry about the details later” Argument.)

* Many espouse building LRT and commuter rail now to create the transit
system backbone in the central cities, with buses used as feeders. (The “LRT * spme
first master plan” Argument)

* Some enthusiastic advocates point out that all the important cities of the
. United States and world have LRT and/or commuter rail. (The “If we really want to
be considered a Big League city, we’'d better have LRT” Argument. Its corollary is:
“Because it works in Portland, San Diego, and Toronto, it'll work just the same
here.”)

* There's the philosophy of building LRT in a heavily used transit corridor to
attract passengers who wouldn’t ordinarily be caught dead on a bus. (The “Build it
and they will come” Argument.)

» And finally, many planners and public officials stress the importance of
building LRT primarily for economic development purposes, reasoning that
passenger usage will follow jobs and housing built along a line. (The “Build it, they
will come” Argument - Part 2.)

Having read this far, you might conclude that I am avidly against light rail
transit and commuter rail. You’d be wrong. I strongly support light rail.. just
eventually and for the right reasons. Of the above arguments, several ring very true
with me. Alleviating congestion, moving large numbers of passengers quickly and



efficiently, providing an alternative to individual auto use, stimulating economic
development along rail lines — these all are important factors that will be
enhanced through the appropriate implementation of LRT. Although staggeringly
expensive to build and operate, rail transit can still be a wise and proper expenditure
of public funds for the common good. And, when compared to the $2 billion that
automatically goes to Minnesota highways every two years, LRT costs can be put
into perspective. |

Where 1 differ with many LRT supporters, planners and politicians is in the
timing, location and rationale for its construction. When I began this column with
the “chicken and egg” conundrum, I think I fairly well identified the heart of the
problem, or at least my problem, with light rail.

The “egg” people want to have LRT now. Right now! While they readily
subscribe to the idea of an expanded and improved bus system, they want to move
ahead with LRT immediately so that: (a) St. Paul, and not Anoka County, gets the
next corridor after the Hiawatha Corridor; (b) we won't lose our place in the funding
line with the feds, which some think could happen if we don’t advocate strongly
with a solid proposal this year; and (c) having the rail infrastructure in place first
will result in more use of the entire system. I have a certain amount of
understanding and sympathy with each of those opinions.

But the “chicken” folks, and I number myself solidly in that camp, think that’s
putting the cart way before the horse (and the egg before the chicken). We think that
making such an investment before we have a solid vision of and concrete plans for
how our total transit system will operate is not prudent stewardship of public
resources, even if about half of rail funding could come from the feds. The egg
people haven’t finalized plans for how suburban commuters will easily get into the
city to use light rail; nor have they determined how city people will utilize public
transit to travel to various suburban locations. They also seem ready to sacrifice
service to transit dependent riders in order to get LRT in place. They’re selling it on
“congestion,” but building it for “economic development.” All of this is
unacceptable. It's very poor public policy.

We chicken types demand that fundamental improvements to our existing bus
system be made before we lay a single piece of track in St. Paul. It must be enhanced,
it must be expanded, it must lead to the rational placement and use of light rail as
part of a total system that serves transit passengers, not planners and politicians.
First things first...then LRT.

If you come down on the chicken side of this equation, you’d better pay very
close attention. There are a lot of egg people about these days.

{To be continued in next column.)



Reflections on the Commonweal, by Bob Wicker (3/99)

Light rail conundrum solved

Part2

Last month I presented you with a fundamental question involving important
public policy: What comes first — a whole transit system “chicken” or a light rail
transit “egg”?

The reason you should care about this puzzle is because of the astronomical costs
involved in the decision and how its implementation will affect the future
direction and success of public transit in the Twin Cities. To refresh your memory, I
came down strongly on the side of light rail AFTER we have designed and begun
implementing a total transit system first.

It’s incredible — as well as very disheartening — that it has taken over two
decades of studying, planning, debating and infighting, and still cur leaders haven't
figured this out. To solve this once and for all, we have to agree on some basic goals
of Metro-wide public transit and then move forward. How about these:

» A primary goal must be to provide the greatest mobility in return for public
dollars spent, (which rules out LRT at this juncture). Our system should strive for
transit passengers’ ability to reach every corner of the Metro area by public transit in
a timely fashion. :

* Another goal should be to alleviate the need to build more highways and to
lessen the crush of autos on freeways during rush hours by attracting more (and
new) transit passengers to higher speed/greater vehicle occupancy alternatives.

» Still another must be to design a transit system that is based on passenger

‘needs and market demand rather than the planning bureaucracy and legislative
fiat.

+ Finally, dramatically improved ridership goals must be based on enhanced
service, lower fares and improved opportunities for “door to door” and “point to
point” transportation with the fewest transfers possible.

Looking at these goals, which certainly are valid and achievable, one wonders
why the current feeding frenzy for light rail transit totally ignores this kind of
thinking. It's as if building LRT has become an end unto itself, a kind of
bureaucratic icon of civic pride and community self-esteem. It's a solution in search
of a problem, “form” way over “substance.”

So, how do we get to that system-wide vision? How do we finally surpass the
barriers that have frozen transit all these years? My suggestion for solving the
conundrum is to lay out a viable 20-year incremental plan, line up total
Metropolitan-wide legislative, county and city support for the grand vision, and
then budget for its implementation in sensible steps. That will sell.

First, let’s recognize that the solution lies in developing creative and alluring
ways to attract highway-clogging suburbanites to public transit alternatives for their
daily commute. Our biggest problem is over 80% of area jobs are not in either
downtown, so we must change the paradigm of transit planning.



So our new vision for a fully-integrated, multi-modal public transit system
should begin with a bus sytem that spreads out through the Metro area like a spider
web. It should be based on the concept of a series of transit hubs that connect to each
other by express buses. Each hub would be serviced by a network of local buses and
circulators.

* Years 1 through 3 — To see how this web of hubs will be established — while
we’re fine-tuning existing bus routes and improving service for current passengers
— let’s start surveying Metro area car owners when they apply for their new license
tags. To get their tags, they must complete a questionnaire seeking input into what
kinds of service, fares, park and ride facilities and, most importantly, destinations
they’d need to choose public transit. During this period we should begin
experimenting with different types and sizes of buses, expanding shelters, and
perhaps adding more express routes going from point to point.

* Years 4 through 6 — While we're establishing bus hubs and/or park and ride
facilities at critical pressure points identified from the survey, we should begin
actively planning and acquiring land for high occupany vehicle (FIOV) lanes and
dedicated busways in corridors that show most promise for high ridership. At this
point, marketing the new hub system will become very important. These hubs
might be readily placed or expanded in shopping centers. For instance, in the East
Metro, a hub might be expanded at Rosedale, with express routes going north to a
hub around 35W and 694; west to downtown Minneapolis via the proposed
280/University Ave hub; east to Maplewood Mall; or south to the proposed hub at
University & Snelling and/or directly to downtown St. Paul. Circulator and
suburban routes should be contracted out to private operators on a controlled bid
basis. No matter which operator, the buses all will have the same identity and
fares, a single image.

* Years 7 through 10 — Although still not ready to start building LRT, we are
now building our busways and additional HOV lanes from major hubs to both
downtowns, and we can see more clearly how eventual rail lines will fit into a total
system; planning for some LRT corridors adaptable from certain busways should
begin in earnest. Fare collection is computerized and state-of-the-art electronic bus
information is widely available throughout the system. Many companies subsidize
their employees’ transit fares in return for property tax savings. City buses on
arterial routes are equipped with devices that hold traffic signals open for them for
smoother, quicker rides.

A key part of our hub concept is to provide suburban commuters a user-friendly
alternative to single-use auto travel. One way to accomplish our goal of limiting the
freeway crush is to build “super hubs” around the 694/494 beltway. These “super
hubs” will offer safe parking ramps at costs lower than average downtown ramps
and lots, say $4 or $5 a day. And, for this parking fee, passengers receive a round-trip
bus pass, with transfers, to anywhere within the network. We should consider
building these hubs on the airspace above freeways (like an “Oasis” on the
Northwest Toll Road in Illinois) for user convenience and to lessen the cost of land
acquisition. The “super hubs” could have convenience shops, coffee shops, auto
services and even day care incorporated into them."



* Years 11 through 15 — By now our fully-functioning transit system is ready to
accommodate light and commuter rail in corridors that have been prepared by
busway construction and market demand built over the previous five to seven
years. Passengers can transfer seamlessly between circulator, local and express buses,
light rail and commuter rail. Ticketing by credit or debit cards is common. Busways
and light rail carry thousands of passengers daily at a high speed on exclusive transit
corridors.

* Years 15 through 20 — The final phase of our transit vision is completed.
Light rail lines are extended out busways to the second and third tier suburbs. New
light rail plans include encircling the Metro area near the 694/494 beltway,
connecting super hubs. Freeways are still jammed, but at least transit riders have a
viable, visible alternative.

Now, look...we can quibble on the above timetable and adjust particulars of the
concept, but we absolutely, postively ought to agree on how LRT will fit in our
whole transit system before we start laying any track. Explain this matter to your
mayor, councilmember, county commissioner, state representative and senator, and
U.S. congressman and senators.



April 20, 1989

Mr. Jim Martin, Editor

METRO MONITOR - Metropolitan Council
Mears Park Center

230 E. 5th St

St. Paul, MN 55101

Dear Mr. Martin:

Regarding last issue's article describing the results of a light rail
~ transit (LRT) poll conducted for the Regional Transit Board (RTB),
it appears its most notable finding was that, while the majority of
citizens polled favored the idea of LRT, most of these same people
did not expect to ride it themselves. Rather, they hoped others
would, so they could continue to drive on less congested highways.
Obviously, we've got a major problem.

However, in the same article, RTB Chairman Elliott Perovich said
the RTB is using the survey data to develop a public education
program that addresses the planning, design, construction and
ridership phases of light rail. This disingenuous P. R. response
won't solve the basic flaw of LRT planning done to date.

What Mr. Perovich, his board and staff must do instead is to survey
the public as to what kind of LRT system they will use. The RTB
and Met Council must determine from the public -- not from the
planning bureaucracy -- what sort of routes, stations, fares,
schedules and parking facilities will persuade commuters and
other riders to forsake their cars for LRT. -Anything less amounts
to improper planning, bad marketing, unsound public policy, and a
serious misuse of public funds and trust.

Sincerely,
Bob Wicker, Jr.

1538 Englewood Avenue
St. Paul, MN 55104



March 28, 1989

Mr. Ron Clark, Editor- Editorial Page
ST. PAUL PIONEER PRESS DISPATCH
345 Cedar Street

St. Paul, MN 55102

Dear Ron,

This is not a "letter to the editor”. Iread with interest -- and guarded approval --
your paper's recent editorial favoring Senator Novak's and Representative
Kelly's proposals to ensure a total metropolitan approach to light rail transit. I
applaud this overall approach, particularly when those making far-reaching
decisions will be elected officials.

My reason for writing you about light rail is to ask you and your staff to watch
carefully all discussions and decisions regarding the so-called Midway Corridor.
Whereas a total metropolitan approach to planning will better serve the entire
area, a legislative oversight group comprised of people from around the Twin
Cities can make decisions negatively affecting St. Paul that couldn't be as easily
made by St. Paul and Ramsey County officials.

Mayor Latimer, some of his planning staff, Elliott Perovich of the RTB, Doug
Kelm (Op-Ed, PPD 12/15/88), Sen. Don Moe, LRT afficionado George Isaacs and
others have strongly urged that the eventual light rail connection between the
two downtowns be placed on University Avenue. Strangely enough, the two
officials most closely identified with light rail locally — Comrs. Finley and Derus
-- do not favor that route, for very good reason. Still, there seems to be an all-
out push to force light rail onto this street. That flawed reasoning could infect
the oversight group, particularly given the way appointments are made.

It's particularly galling that so-called experts, such as Doug Kelm, Peggy Reichert
of Planning and Economic Development, and Mr. Perovich, are such fierce
advocates of the University Avenue placement even before the objectives of the
project have been decided. I believe this rush for University Avenue is an
. unprofessional combination of political expediency, competition with
Minneapolis, manipulation of rider statistics for additional public grants, and an
unrealistic approach to redevelopment. It's almost "build for build’s sake.”

Although University Avenue is not the cheapest line to build, nor the fastest
route; mor the most convenient for park-ride customers, nor the route with the
least disruption to its neighbors, nor the most convenient for local, transit-
dependent users, its supporters remain adamant for it. We must ask "why?"
"Who is going to ride it?" "Who is going to pay for it?" "What if it fails?”

There is a danger their deafening roar will intimidate necessary thought,



discussions, and alternative ideas. I'm not asking you folks necessarily to agree
with my views, but rather to monitor the process closely and ensure that hard
questions are asked... and thoroughly, thoughtfully answered.

Here are some reasons why I disagree with placing the line on University
Avenue:

* Fuzzy Market Planning -- If the main reason for adding light rail to the total
transportation mix is to make it faster, more convenient and pleasant for
commuters to forsake their autos, then we must design routes, stations and
parking facilities that fit their needs, not force them into an ill-considered plan
based on current ridership of transit-dependent users. If the light rail powers
force this half-baked solution to an extremely complicated problem onto
University Avenue, we're assured of a colossal failure.

* Penalizing the Dependent Users - LRT plans call for fast, medium and slow
service on University Avenue, depending upon the distance between stops. But
no matter which one is selected, the little guy gets stepped on! MTC studies
show that lots of riders going east and west on the 16A route are not traveling
from one downtown to the other; downtown passengers often use the express
route on I-94. Rather, many trips on this most heavily-travelled bus route begin
from the middle out, and these passengers don't always travel to either
downtown... instead, they go to destinations on University Avenue itself.
Currently they stop at every block ~- not at stations 1/4, 1/2 or 1 mile apart. Also,
they are let out at the curb — not at a platform in the middle of the street. Who
are of these riders? Often they are public transit dependent: elderly, poor,
handicapped, young. Who among those screaming for light rail on University
Avenue currently takes public transportation and/or specifically rides the 16A
line? If they did, they might have more heart for these folks. Why cripple a
successful line with inferior service for a wild bet on the future?

* Sabotaging existing business — Perhaps the greatest distortion by the pro-
University Avenue clique is how a streetcar (excuse me, light rail) line will
speed redevelopment on the street. First, redevelopment comes here from
natural market forces. A quick look at Westgate Industrial Center, Court
International, Twin City Testing, Spruce Tree Center, proposed Midway
Shopping Center changes, the new Ward/Trammel Crow development, Target,
U. S. Sports & Fitness, and so on already demonstrates the willingness of private
parties to invest in our area. More will happen as the Port Authority further

- sets its sights on the Midway. And it will happen without LRT.

But what about existing shops, offices, institutions and nearby homes? For
customers, employees and residents trying to get to these locations between
stations, light rail will provide nothing but an outrageous, unnecessary
inconvenience. And parking? Already a serious problem, particularly between
Snelling and Lexington, parking difficulties will be exacerbated around each



station, as commuters vie for spots currently used by customers, employees,
tenants, and residents. Adding to the chaos, valuable parking will be eliminated
to make way for light rail facilities. It's a miserable vision that is too casually
dismissed by the University Avenue line proponents.

*» Exacerbating traffic congestion -- Already, between 280 and Lexington,
University Avenue is handling traffic it was never designed to carry.
Proponents of light rail blithely suggest that the removal of many left turn lanes -
and narrowing of the roadway will not significantly hinder vehicular traffic. It's
just not true, especially during a snowy winter. In fact, in the years to come,
we'll see even more cars and trucks using University Avenue and adjacent
streets as redevelopment continues. On top of the vehicular traffic, how about
the pedestrian traffic to the stations in the middle of the street? Picture the
elderly and infirm (iransit-dependent users all) scurrying to cross before the
light changes, all the while walking through slush or ice (if they are able to get
to the street-at all through the snow mounds at each corner). At least buses wait
at the corner for these riders; will a streetcar sit at a station through a green light
waiting for the signal to change for an elderly passenger? Not likely... we'll
have to get the "important people” downtown quickly!

* Creating an aesthetic monster — Agreed, University Avenue isn't much to
look at now. Signs screaming for attention, billboards, traffic lights, tacky decors,.
deteriorating buildings, ugly car lots... it's all pretty demoralizing. But running
two sets of tracks down the middle of the street in their own lanes? With wires
supporting more wires overhead? With either two 100 foot platforms or a 4.
foot deep trench at each station? And two rider shelters popping up in the
middle of the street at each stop? Come on! We can eventually spruce up the
businesses, but -- once it's in place -- . we'll always have the streetcars and their
paraphernalia.

Some Reasonable Alternatives

* If our goal is to lessen pollution, it would be far better and cheaper to legislate
fuel changes and financially assist Twin City citizens and commercial operators
retrofit more stringent pollution control devices on their vehicles. Or pay part
of car poolers’ and van drivers’ parking fees.

» If our goal is to lessen freeway congestion, it has to be cheaper to greatly
subsidize fares for existing public transportation. Try giving express bus rides
away for free or practically so. Scores of millions of rides could be given out
annuaily for the initial cost and ongoing maintenance of a light rail system.

* If further study mandates the use of light rail to reduce congestion and move
people speedily from one terminus to another, then I suggest that the Midway

Corridor be placed on the BN right-of-way adjacent to Pierce Butler Road (with
stations at the Capitol, Energy Park, Hwy 280 -- with a bus shuttle to the St. Paul



campus, and two stops at the Minneapolis campus). Park and ride facilities can
be more readily built and operated up there. That's the fastest, least expensive
route... and easiest to repair if LRT is a failure.

* If redevelopment and proximity to University Avenue remain major goals,
-then reason dictates a line running along the north side of I-94, with possible
stops at Dale, Lexington, Snelling, and the Cretin-Vandalia/280 area within St.
Paul. It would make great sense to build park-ride lots over the freeway.
University Avenue is only a short walk away, too; many commuters walk
farther in both downtowns to reach their offices. Once on University,
passengers could transfer as needed to the 16A bus to reach their Midway
destinations. '

* Probably the best way to accomplish all these goals is to build giant park and
ride facilities at 694/94, 694/35E, 694/35W, 494/Hwy 3, 494/35E, and on the near
north and east sides of downtown 5t. Paul. Then give everybody free bus rides
for the price of parking. The Minneapolis side would have a comparable
system. We could even have express buses travel up and down University
Avenue as one route option, stopping at either 1/4, 1/2 or 1 mile intervals. Of
course, 16A will continue to serve its clientele, too.

In summary, not only is the intense lobbying for University Avenue premature,
but it seems these people are just too willing to sacrifice both current riders and
existing businesses, simply in the hope of someday attracting new LRT
ridership. It's not good marketing, it's not good public policy, and it's not just.
Ron, I hope you will give my concerns due consideration. Thank you.

Sincerely,
Bob Wicker

1538 Englewood Avenue
St. Paul, MN 55104



Central Corridor Transit Project Public Scoping Meeting

Comment Sheet

1. Alternatives:

No Build

Cormnment:

Transporiation System Management (TSM)
Comment:

Light Rail Transit (LRT) — University Avenue
Comment:

Light Rail Transit (LRT)—1-94

Comment:

BuswavIBus Rapid Transit (BRT) — University

Comment:

2, Stations:

3. General Comments: {(submit addltlonal pages if necessary)

o Ue be %WMW ZZ'L,KQMJ:)

4. Name (optional)
Address:

E-Mail address:
Telephone: Fax:

Are. www, LL&/;M',;?@CDO, SO

Please put your comments in the comment box tonight or Submit by July 20, 2001 to:
Steve Morris, RCRRA, 50 West Kellogg Boulevard, Suite 665, St. Paul, Minnesota 55102.
If you have any questions please contact Steve Morris at Phone: (651) 266-2784,

TDD #(800) 627-3529, Fax: {651) 266-2761 or via e-mail at steve.morris@co.ramsey.mn.us

Thank '_y'ou for attending this Public Scoping Meeting!




Personal Rapid Transit (PRT):

The Best New Transportation Investment

Cheaper:

-
0.0

*

L)
*

*e

PRT would cost approximately $7-9 million per one-way mile to construct, including all
stations and vehicles. This compares to approximately $40 million per two-way mile for Light
Rail. We can build new PRT systems for less than one-quarter the cost of Light Rail.

PRT would have an operating cost of 15 cents per passenger-mile, as compared to over
50 cents per passenger mile for Light Rail or buses, and far more for Commuter Rail.

PRT systems could be run without subsidy in many applications. They could even be built
with private funds and operated at a profit. :

Faster:

»
-

Vehicles wait for passengers. During most of the day — and the night — travelers would
walk into a station and get into a vehicle immediately. During peak hours, the maximum wait
would be no more than 3 minutes.

PRT delivers non-stop service. All the stations are off the main lines, so each vehicle trip
goes from origin to destination without stopping. At a constant metro speed of 30 mph, for
most trips this would be faster than an automobile.

No transfers on the network. PRT would take you from any station on a PRT network
directly to any other station.

Better:

*
'.‘

7
L

PRT systems wouid operate 24 hours a day, seven days a week. A “taxi” would always be
ready for you at any and every station.

PRT would not interfere with existing street traffic, because it would be an elevated system.
Road capacity would not have to be sacrificed, and traffic would not have to be diverted.

PRT does not require a lane of right-of-way —~ only 2-foot diameter support poles every 60
feet, plus stations every half-mile or so.

The electric PRT vehicles use far less energy than those of other systems — the electrical
equivalent of over 80 miles to the gallon.

Safer:

Because PRT is separated from normal traffic, it cannot collide with it; and dual redundal_'lt
control systems make the possibility of system failures virtually zero.
Pedestrians, children and pets are not at risk from an elevated system as they are from

surface-level cars, busses o¢r trains.
Personal security is higher in PRT, because riders are not forced to ride together and are

not made to wait on empty station platforms.

- PRT ~ the sensible transit alternative

Prepared by Citizens for PRT, PO Box 24311, Minneapolis MN 55424-0311
612-335-1025 hitp//www.cprt.org




What Is PRT?

A quick overview of Personal Rapid Transit

Personal rapid fransit is a network of
small, lightweight transit vehicles on raised
rails. The small vehicle design gives us
two key advantages: the light weight of
each vehicle allows construction of the
guideways and cars economically, while
the “personal” size allows each transit
rider to have his or her own ride.

Shown at the right is a PRT station. You’ll
notice that the rail going into the station
building is separate from the main line.
PRT vehicles don't have to stop at any station until they reach their destination. This

allows fast, energy efficient travel between any two stations on the network.

PRT technology has been continually refined since its initial conception in the 1950's.
Key researchers in the transportation field, such as Minnesota's own Dr. Ed Anderson,
have designed and redesigned every part, from the U of M’s patented vehicle switches
to the guideways to the control software. The material and expertise to build the system
is available today — and much of it can be found in Minnesota.

'PRT also has the capacity to be a transportation system that will grow with our world
into the 21 Century. Each 3-foot square guideway can transport as many persons per
hour as a 3-lane freeway. As a network of urban and suburban guideways grows, the
flexibility and reliability of the system will increase by providing more routes to more
destinations from your “home” station. 1t has the capability to support cargo shipments
on the same rails, offering a new way to meet the growing delivery needs of our metro
area. Since the level of security in the stations and vehicles is strong, schoolchildren
may one day use the system to get to the school of their choice, saving school districts
bus money. PRT is already fully handicap accessible.

But most importantly, PRT has the potential to get commuters and other travelers out of
their cars — not by asking them to make a sacrifice, but by simply giving them a public
transit system that meets their needs as well as cars do. Personal Rapid Transit would
be an efficient and affordable transit investment for the entire Twin Cities area.

PRT - the sensible transit alternative.

Prepared by Citizens for PRT, PO Box 24311, Minneapoiis MN 55424-0311
612-335-1025 htip/fwww.cpriorg
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4. Name (optional)
Address:
E-Mail address: .
Telephone: Fax:

Please put your comments in the comment box tonight or Submit by July 20, 2001 to:
Steve Morris, RCRRA, 50 West Kellogg Boulevard, Suite 665, St. Paul, Minnesota 55102.
If you have any questions please contact Steve Morris at Phone: (651) 266-2784,
TDD 1(800) 62723528, Fax: (651) 266-2761 or via e-mail at steve.morris@co.ramsey.mn.us

Thank you for attending this Public Scoping Meeting!
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Please put your cornments in the comment box tonight or Submit by July 20, 2001 to:
Steve Morris, RCRRA, 50 West Kellogg Boulevard, Suite 665, St. Paul, Minnesota 55102.
“if you have any questions please contact Steve Morris at Phone: (651) 266-2784,

TOD 1{800) 627-3529, Fax: (651) 266-2761 or via e-mail at steve.morris@co.ramsey.mn.us

Thank'you for attending this Public Scoping Meeting!
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Please put your comments in the comment box tonight or Submit by July 20, 2001 to:
Steve Morris, RCRRA, 50 West Kellogg Boulevard, Suite 665, St. Paul, Minnesota 55102.
I you have any questions please contact Steve Morris at Phone; (651) 266-2784,
TDD 1(800) 627-3529, Fax: (651) 266-2761 or via e-mail at steve.mormis@co.ramsey.mn.us

Thank -you for attending this Public Scoping Meeting!
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Please put your comments in the comment box tonight or Submit by July 20, 2001 to:
Steve Morris, RCRRA, 50 West Kellogg Boulevard, Suite 665, St. Paul, Minnesota 55102.
if you have any questions please contact Steve Morris at Phone: (651) 266-2784,
TDD 1(800) 627-3529, Fax: (651) 266-2761 or via e-mail at steve.morris@co.ramsey.mn.us

Thank _you for attending this Public Scoping Meeting!
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Please put your comments in the comment box fonight or Submit by July 20, 2001 to:
Steve Morris, RCRRA, 50 West Kellogg Boulevard, Suite 665, St. Paul, Minnesota 55102.
If you have any questions please contact Steve Morris at Phone: (651) 266-2784,

TDD 1{800) 627-3529, Fax: (651) 266-2761 or via e-mail at steve.morris@co.ramsey.mn.us
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Please put your comments in the comment box tonight or Submit by July 20, 2001 to:
Steve Morris, RCRRA, 50 West Kellogg Boulevard, Suite 665, St. Paul, Minnesota 55102,
If you have any questions please contact Steve Morris at Phone: (651) 266-2784,
TDD 1(800) 627-3529, Fax: (651) 266-2761 or via e-mail at steve.mormis@co.ramsey.mn.us

Thank‘you for attending this Public Scoping Meeting!
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Please put your comments in the comment box tonight or Submit by July 20, 2001 to:
Steve Morris, RCRRA, 50 West Kellogg Boulevard, Suite 665, St. Paul, Minnesota 55102.
If you have any questions please contact Steve Morris at Phone: (651) 266-2784,

TDD 1(800) 627-3529, Fax: (651) 266-2761 or via e-mail at steve.morris@co.ramsey.mn.us

Thank you for attending this Public Scoping Meeting!
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Please put your comments in the comment box tonight or Submit by July 20, 2001 to:

Steve Morris, RCRRA, 50 West Kellogg Boulevard, Suite 665, St. Paul, Minnesota 55102.

If you have any questions please contact Steve Morris at Phone: (651) 266-2784,

TOD 1(800) 627-3529, Fax: (651) 266-2761 or via e-mail at steve.morris@co.ramsey.mn.us

Thank you for attending this Public Scoping Meeting!




Central Corridor Transit Project Public Scoping Meeting

Comment Sheet
4. Alternatives:
No Build
Comment: ™ )
Transportation System Management (TSM)
Comment:

Light Rail Transit (LRT) — Universily Avenue Iy
Comment: - a_@.l ‘% E@{/ eed
Dewnd ek, LK % 5

Opee -Oos Lo oo 2
Light Rail Transit (LRT) - I—94

Comment: & MX M Py W o %ﬁw
Buswaleus Rapld Transit (BRTY - University ) (;L% oy Q::

3. General Comments; (submit additional pages if necessary)
L Hsfiled L oy ke
%g; BRI

Wé‘.’ %6 " Q ; , ot &(‘ﬂeﬂ & pyri
4. Name (optional) Dave G/f(q"/(/é", HAmL e miDGay Coge!T 0%
Address: /564  (AFoa;, ST- pPASL, »re S 5/04
E-Mail address: _d:s retcr iﬂ; e gotast. et
Telephone: £ 5/~ 694 ¢ ~ /796 Fax:2 3 /-€%(~ €/ 232

— 90 Qe —

Please put your comments in the comment box tonight or Submit by July 20, 2001 to:
Steve Morris, RCRRA, 50 West Kellogg Boulevard, Suite 665, St. Paul, Minnesota 55102.
If you have any questions please contact Steve -Morris at Phone: (651) 266-2784,

TDD 1(800) 627-3529, Fax: (651) 266-2761 or via e-mail at steve.morris@co.ramsey.mn.us

Tha‘nk"you for attending this Public Scoping Meeting! ' -
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Please put your comments in the comment box tonight or Submit by July 20, 2001 to:
Steve Morris, RCRRA, 50 West Kellogg Boulevard, Suite 665, St. Paul, Minnesota 55102.
}f you have any questions please contact Steve Morris at Phone: {(651) 266-2784,

TDD 1{800) 627-3529, Fax: {651} 266-2761 or via e-mail at steve.mormis@co.ramsey.mn.us
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Thank you for attending this Public Scoping Meeting!
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Please put your comments in the comment box tonight or Submit by July 20, 2001 to:
Steve Morris, RCRRA, 50 West Kellogg Boulevard, Suite 665, St. Paul, Minnesota 55102.
If you have any questions please contact Steve Morris at Phone: {651) 266-2784,

TDD 1(800) 627-3529, Fax: {651) 266-2761 or via e-mail at steve.morris@co.ramsey.mn.us

Thank_you for attending this Public Scopfng Meeting!
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Please put your comments in the comment box tonight or Submit by July 20, 2001 to:
Steve Morris, RCRRA, 50 West Kellogg Boulevard, Suite 665, St. Paul, Minnesota 55102,
If you have any questions please contact Steve Morris at Phone: (651) 266-2784,

TDD 1(800) 627-3529, Fax: (651) 266-2761 or via e-mail at steve.morris@co.ramsey.mn.us

Thank you for attending this Public Scoping Meeting!
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Please put your comments in the comment box tonight or Submit by July 20, 2001 to:-
Steve Morris, RCRRA, 50 West Kellogg Boulevard, Suite 665, St. Paul, Minnesota 55102.
If you have any questions please contact Steve Morris at Phone: (651) 266-2784,
TDD 1(800) 627-3529, Fax: (651) 266-2761 or via e-mail at steve.monis@co.ramsey.mn.us

Thank you for attending this Public Scoping Meeting!
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.Recommendations of St. Paul
Transit Vision Advisory Task Force

January 28, 1999

Thoughtful and searching discussions by the St. Paul Transit Vision Advisory Task Force have resulted in
conclusions that are encompassing, bold and stem from a few simple precepts. ‘

1. Transit is an integral part of the regional transpertation system.

Transit is defined as a public share ride system. It includes buses, shuttles, trolleys, commuter rail and light rail as |

technology suitable to the region.
There is finite space on roads and highways. Transit is coqsistent w1th Livable Communities vision anc[ priorities. . -
It has an ecologically prudent outcome. It reduces congestion on existing roads and highways. It can help B

preserve the quality of life in congestion-threatened areas. Larger numbers of people can use transportation
systems if transit is part of the system. Transit makes more efficient use of existing infrastructure.

2. Transit is essential.

East metro residents, employees and visitors need to get to jobs, recreation and shopping. We need to have
choices about how to get to our destinations. Those who can't drive need transit. Those who can drive need
transit {oo. Transit benefits economically diverse residents of the region, even those who don't use it.

i gansit can reduce highway congestion by reducing the number of vehicles on our highways. No other alternative
has proven to be an effective, long-term solution for highway congestion in a metro area. It also significantly
reduces the need for downtown parking which has a positive effect on downtown areas and allows people to

come downtown without personal vehicles.

Transit helps our economy. Adequate transit allows employees to get to jobs in reduced times and it reduces travel |
‘costs. Adequate transit provides employers with a larger potential number of employees. Transit supports - '

redevelopment and reinvestment in cities.

We want those small town qualities. We want the comfort of community, the security cemented in enduring
relationships, the responsibility inspired by a sense of belonging. But, we want those small town qualities with
access to big city opportunities: the excellent parks, walkable neighborhoods, good restaurants, the museums. We

warnt easy access to the games, the shows, the attractions. :

3. Transit priorities need to be part of a master plan,

The recommendations being made by the St. Paul Transit Vision Advisory Task Force are being forwarded to the
St. Paul City Council and Ramsey County Board of Commissioners. These recommendations should be
considered as part of the city's and county's comprehensive plans. They should also be part of the larger regional
long-range transit plan. The master plan should describe the relationship of land use and transportation. It should
describe development in stages we can manage. The plan needs to start with the central cities. 1t should be bold

and visionary.

4. Traunsit, land use and urban design need to go hand in hand,

._4#Jor investments in transit need to be made with economic devqlopment and urban design in mind. Sclcctmg
technology and locations where economic development can be stimulated by transit is an important consideration.
Attention must be paid to the impacts on existing businesses during construction and operation of major transit
mvestments. City, regional and state policies need to support the land use relationship with transit and promote
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- ™y transit developments in core areas of the region. Zoning laws, design standards, land use policies and
development incentives must complement transit and our neighborhoods. :

5. Transit needs a_dedicated _source of stable funding in addition to property tax revenues.

Transit is worthy of substantial and sustainable public funding support. The benefits are borne out in great urban
centers such as Toronto, Vancouver, Portland, New York, Washington, D.C. and Boston and can be realized

here as well. Transit is an important tool in economic development.

Unlike highways, which are funded in this region by a constitutionally dedicated gas tax, transit has no
guaranteed funding source. Currently, the Twin Cities transit system reh;s heavily on property tax revenues and
on state funds allocated by the Legislature. It has been underfunded in this region in comparison to comparable

U.S. cities.

6. There are exceptional opportunitiég for federal funding for this region.

The major federal transportation funding bill, TEA-21, offers opportunities for federal funding for transit
initiatives. Although the federal allocation process is extremely competitive, with requests far outpacing available
funding, this region has a strong congressional delegation and has an opportunity to maximize the federal dollars
coming to this region, rather than having them spent elsewhere. There is an urgency to this issue because of the
great need in this region and because current opportunities may not continue for a lengthy period of time. Federal
dollars are our tax dollars too. They must be spent wisely on good transit projects.

T The region needs a fransit system that includes bus angd rail,

, -« Duses are the backbone of our current transit system. Buses provide service and coverage that are essential to our
i )region and need to be expanded. As light rail and commuter rail choices become available here, the necessity for
good bus service increases. Buses and rail are complementary, not Competitive. Funding of other transit alternatives

must not be done at the expense of regiular route bus operations. :

. 8. The commitment to transit rieeds to be substantially increased,

- The marketplace is demanding more transit services than are currently available. Recent bus ridership increases have
outpaced small increases in service. There is an unmet demand for transit in this region. o

Transit services in this region need to be doubled in the next five to ten years.

9. Investment in rail components as part of 2 regional transit system must be initiated now.

Rail transit can enhance transit sysiems, as has been demonstrated in other cities. The land use impacts, operating.
efficiencies, permanence and image of the transit system are positively impacted by rail transit. Rail transit is a

tangible commitment to improved transit choices and service for the region.

- 10. St. Paul, Ramsey County and the région need to affirm priorities for transit investments here.

* Light rail transit in the Hiawatha Cormidor is a priority for Hennepin County, Minneapolis and the region. Resources
are being sought to complete this project. St. Paul and Ramsey County need to advocate for better transit for the east

metro region.
11. The priority for a major investment in transit in the region should be the friangle that encompasses the
Hiawatha, Central and Riverview transit corridors. : j

The Hiawatha Corridor is moving forward as a light rail transit line connecting downtown Minneapolis, the
“Minneapolis/St. Paul International Airport and the Mail of America. The Riverview and Central Corridors complete
+ Jthe connection to downtown St. Paul. Both should be locations for major transit improvements. . _

Trapsit investments must be made with sensitivity to and involvement of the neighborhoods, residents, institutions and
~ businesses where they are located.
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12. The optimum transit solution should be'sought for each corridor.

A transit corridor is the geographic spine where transit is located. No single transit solution fits every corridor. Bus
improvements may be appropriate in one corridor. Another corridor may warrant a busway, with buses operating on
dedicated right of way. Yet another corndor may be the ideal locatmn for light rail transit or commuter rail.

'13. Transit eghancements, in addition to major investments, need to occur now.

In addition to undertaking major investments in tran51t, there are other transit improvements that should be initiated *
now. They include:

Service Levels

Endorse a 100% increase in transit service (including new routes and more frequent service on existing routes) for
this regzon in five to ten years.

Planning

Make the commumty (cmes neighborhoods, district councils) aware of the importance of addressing land use 1ssucs '
for any future transit improvements and technologies. .

Serious consideration of LRT for the east metro should not precede the building of an expanded network of transit
services as a logical part of a greater scheme. This could be in tandem with the development of LRT, which takes a

longer period of time to plan and construct than implementing a new bus route.
Facilities
Build park and ride hubs at strategic suburban locations, on each main highway near the 494/694 ring.

f}’mvidé super bus hubs where transit service is coordinated with shuttles.

Provide pedestrian amenities at service centers for bus patrons - . more options, longer hours, more servu:es such as
coffee/retail convemence outlets with light food and beverage service.

Create pedestrian and bicycle friendly environments in coordination with land use.

Improve bus amenities such as signage, schedules and more frequent cleaning of buses and shelters. Build more
partnerships between business, neighborhoods and Metro Transit.

Funding

Metro Transit must get a dedlcated piece of the gas tax because transit reduces congesnon and 1 uuproves the usability -
of highways for personal vehicles. X

Incentives
Create incentives for employers to subsidize transit use.
Have options for bus passes for days, weekends and for families on weekends.

14. The benefits of transit and the need for transit must be communicated.

Better communication tools need to be implemented to make the case for transit. The communication tools should
focus on funders, employers and existing and potential transit users.

15. A complementag balance must be found among transportatlon modes.

-_._jetting aside old conflicts and building coa]itions of transit and highway interests are essential components of
providing better mobility for the region. Coalitions need to find a way to balance funding priorities for

transportation projects so that the region's needs are met.
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. "¥e are asking policy makers to collaborate. We are asking policy makers to get this done. The time to implement

.3 now.

St. Paul Transit Vision Advisory Task Force Members

Ruby Hunt, Co-Chair, Macalester-Groveland area resident, former Saint Paul City Council member and Ramsey
County Board of Commissioners member S

John Labosky, Co-Chair, Capitol City Partnership
Art Leahy, Co-Chair, Metro Transit general manager
David Burley, Highland Business Association
~ Buzz Cummins, St. Paul Transportation Management Organization
Natalio Diaz, Metropolitan Council
Carol Frey, Nc;; Brighton Chamber of Commerce
. Linda Jungwirth, Assistant to Commissioner Janice Rettman
- Corbin Kidder, Senior Federation -
Mat Hollinshead, University United
‘?nan Merchant, Highland District Council
- Richard Miller, West Seventh Federation
Paul Mohrbacher, Capital River Council
Al Shetka, City of St. Paul
* fill Smith, Phalen Initiative, East Side Area Business Association
Barb Thoman, Transit for Livable Communities
* Larry Vanden Plas, Suburban Chamber of Commerce
Bob Wicker, Midway Chamber of Commerce _

Robert Wider, St. Paul Area Chamber of. Commerce

Members' votes on recommendations were a consensus. Consensus means that a strong
majority agreed. In some instances, the organizations appointing members may not have taken
a position on these issues and therefore the member voted his or her own opinions based on

nany hours of presentations and discussion.

e
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Please put your comments in the comment box tonight or Submit by July 20, 2001 {o:
- Steve Morris, RCRRA, 50 West Kellogg Boulevard, Suite 665, St. Paui, Minnesota 55102.
If you have any questions please contact Steve Morris at Phone: (651) 266-2784,
TDD 1(800) 627-3529, Fax: (651) 266-2761 or via e-mail at steve.morris@co.ramsey.mn.us

Thank you for attending this Public Scoping Meeting!
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Please put your comments in the comment box tonighf'or Stbmit by July 20, 2001 to:
Steve Morris, RCRRA, 50 West Kellogg Boulevard, Suite 665, St. Paul, Minnesota 55102.
if you have any questions please contact Steve Morris at Phone: (651) 266-2784,
TDD 1(800) 627-3529, Fax: (651) 266-2761 or via e-mail at steve.momis@co.ramsey.mn.us

Thank you for attending this Public Scoping Meeting!
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Hennepin County Administration

Sandra L. Vargas, County Administrator ' 612-348-7574
- A-2303 Government Center FAX:612-348-8228
300 South Sixth Street : TDD:612-348-7367
Minneapolis, MN 55487-0233 -www.co.hennepin.mn.us
July 19, 2001 _

Mr. Steve Morris

Project Manager - Central Corridor

Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
665 Ramsey County Government Center West
50 West Kellogg Boulevard

St. Paul, MN 55102

Re:  Heunepin County Comments regarding the Scoping Process for the Central Corridor Alignments .
through the University of Minnesota Area.

Dear Mr. Morris:

Hennepin County would like to thank the Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority for the opf.:ommity to

provide comments on the above-stated project. We feel that this corridor has the potential to develop into a

successful transit corridor. _ -

In our understanding, the four alignment alternatives that are currently being considered are:

- Alternative 1 — Washington Ave. Tunnel - LR
- Alternative 2 — Washington Ave. At-Grade ' L

- Alternative 3 - Railroad R/W

- Altemative 4 — University Ave./4® Street

Hennepm County has been involved to some degree in studying the Central Corridor for over 10 years. We feel
that we have a good understanding of the issues and the alignment alternatives currently being considered. .

Hennepin County has two primary goals in which we would like to achieve with the aﬁgnment selected:

1. Roadway System: The integrity of the County Highway system must be maintained. Serious-degradation of - ,
the capacity or safety of 2 county highway may result in the reversion of the subject roadway to the city.
_ 2. Transit System: The transit system must serve the greatest number of passengers at reasonable capital and

operating costs.

With keeping these goals in mind, we have summarized our comments regarding the alignment alternatives
below:

Washington Avenue Alternatives

A Washington Avenue alignment is preferred for the followmg reasons:

- To serve the high-density areas which would create the highest potential ridership.

- Provides convenient connections to other transit services and shuttle busses.

- Serves the primary transit through the University area, including the East and West Bank areas.

taw!
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Allows Metro Transit to maintain a high level of service to the University ‘while minimizing the number of

bus trips along Washington Avenue.
The North side of the campus could be served by Metro Transit busses and shuttle busses.
Reroute express busses to the Central Comridor Transitway stations outside the campus area to reduce traffic

in the campus area.

In order for the Central Corridor Transitway to become a success, pedestrian safety and transit travel time
reliability must be maintained. The tunnel alternate is preferred. In order to facilitate LRT or BRT on the
surface of Washington Avenue, traffic-engineering solutions for safe left tuns and pedestrian crossings must be
analyzed, as well as mixed-flow operation with other fransit vehicles or with general traffic. Both surface

alignments and tunnel alignments should be analyzed.

Railroad R/W and University Ave./4" Street Alternatives

A Railroad R/W or University Ave./4" Street Alternative is not preferred for the following reasons:

Impacts to traffic and development plans along the River Parkway and S. 2* St. in Minneapolis, as well as

challenges in the connection to the Hiawatha LRT alignment.

The core area of the University would not be served by the Central Cormidor Transitway. An additional -
transfer would be required (to a shuttle) in order to reach the core area of the University.

Impacts to the U of M bicycle trail on Bridge 9.

Access between the depressed Bridge 9 and the University Ave./4™ St. may impact adjacent houses and
businesses, as well as the planned development of the Dinkytown bypass and the Main Street Connector.
Loss of traffic lanes will significantly reduce the capacity of University and 4® Street unless LRT/BRT
rights of way are provided by elimination of parking and acquisition of property.

Hennepin County Recommendation

In conclusion, Hennepin County recommends further study of the Washington Avenue Alternatives. If the
University of Minnesota wants to explore the Railroad R/W and University Ave./4™ Street Alternatives, we

would look to them to help cover the costs of those studies.

Our belief is that the next step should be a ridership study of the four alternatives to see if the Railroad R/'W and
University Ave./4™ Street Alternatives should be studied any further.

If you have any questions regarding these comments, please feel free to contact me.

Si

ely,

P

Gary J_Erickson, P.E.
Assistant County Administrator, Public Works

and County Engineer



CITY OF SAINT PAUL | 390 City Hall Telephone: 651-266-8510
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o Saint Paul, MN 55102 '

July 19, 2001

Mr. Steve Morris
RCRRA
Central Corridor Project Manager
. 665 Ramsey County Government Center West
Saint Paul, Minnesota 55102

RE: Central Corridor Transit Improvements

Dear Mr. Mortis: _ ‘

As you know, the deadline for comments on the Central Corridor Scoping Decision is this
Friday. Due to the lateness of the hour, the City’s Planning Commission has made comments
directly to the RCRRA, and the City Council is being briefed next week on the issues. They
may make recommendations in another week or two. However, as Friday approaches, I want
to make clear four critical needs the City has for a successful project in downtown:

First:  There must be LRT stations that directly serve the key downtown service areas that
include the RiverCentre Entertainment District, the Central Business District, and
the Saint Paul Union Depot Super Hub. Only serving one or two of the three is not
accepiable.

Second: The LRT must not compromise traffic capacities on critical streets and intersections
downtowrn.

Third: Access to parking ramps must be maintained.

Fourth: The LRT must not compromise pedestrian access to key visitor venues.

I am confident that we can collectively craft an alignment that meets these criteria as well as
those previously defined in the project. To that end, the Planning Commission has
recommended and prioritized three altemate downtown alignments that merit consideration,
and I generally support their recommendations. My staff stands ready to assist in analyzing
the altematives, working with the downtown community and coming to a mutually acceptable

solution,

' Singerely,

Norm Coleman
Mayor

¢: Dick Zehring, Chair



11660 Myeron Road
Stiltwater, MN 55082

DRAFT
June 29, 2001

Denny Probst, Chair

Central Corridor Coordination Commitiee
Metropolitan Airports Commission

6040 28™ Avenue South

Minneapolis, MN 55450

Dear Mr. Prob_st:_

On behalf of the Red Rock Corridor Commission, this letter is in response to the.
Central Corridor's scoping process. We understand and support your efforts in
studying additional opportunities for transit in the Central Corridor. We also

understand and support your decision to analyze commuter rail through a
separate process from the evaluation of TSM, BRT and LRT alternatives. We
would like to partner with Central Corridor to address commuter rail as the
regional system it is planned to be (as per the Metropalitan Council's
Transportation Policy Plan) between downtown aneapohs and Hastmgs

connecting to the Northstar Corridor.

It is imperative that the Central Corridor plan for a transit system that provides
fast and convenient connections between all modes of transit. Alternatives that
are being considered must link together the modes at station locations being
planned in other corridors. Specifically, we understand initial planning and
“alternative alignments make major considerations for fast and convenient
transfers between the Hiawatha, Northstar and Riverview Corridors. Itis also
essential that this type of "seamless” connection be considered for the Red Rock

Corridor in downtown St. Paul at the Union Depot.

" The Red Rock Corridor Commlssxon is committed to worklng with the Central
Corridor and Ramsey County towards implementing a seamless regional transit
system. To address this issue, | propose a meeting to discuss options for



collaboration in commuter rail planning. Thank you for your considerations of

these comments, and | look forward to meeting with you.

Sincerely,

Myré Peterson
Chair, Red Rack Corridor Commission

cc:

Red Rock Corridor Commission members

Sandy Culien, Red Rock Corridor Project Manager
Steve Morris, Central Corridor Project Manager
Muhktar Thakur, MnDOT

p—_
! \5



) Morri;‘,, Steve

To: Mathews Hollinshead
© TSubject: RE: More apologies, but please use this instead.
. Mat
-+ That's fine. We'll use the last submittal.
"~ Steve Morris
—-Original Message—
From: Mathews Hollinshead [SMTP:mlhpdc@bitstream.net]
Sent: Sunday, July 22, 2001 8:32 PM
To: Morris, Steve
Subject: Mare apologies, but please use this instead.

Steve, yet again my apologies, but upon reading my last version, | discovered many comments that
still should not be left unchanged to appear in the Scoping EIS. So please us this in place of all
previous, if you can still accept it, which I hope you can. The two attachments are identical, but

with alternative digital formats, if you find those easier to import.

Mat

Comments to the Central Corridor Coordinating Committee (C4) on Central Corridor Scoping for Major
Transit Improvements

Mathews Hollinshead, 1728 Hague Ave., St. Paul MN 55104. 651-645-4267. July 20, 2001

It is a sad joke that we crawl through serial EIS's for years about our most promising potential

rail transit corridor while driving, growing at three percent annually, relentlessly pushes asphalt
skin across farms, forests and wetlands at the edge of the Metro that we need to sustain ourselves,
our children and generations to come. The air we breath and lungs with which we breath it, as well,
are victim to our broadly denied addiction to driving. Studies show air inside-motor vehicles to '
contain up to 10 times the amount of air toxics as the air immediately outside. -

And because of traffic congestion which, in the city at least, cannot even look forward to road
expansions, the time we sit in cars without moving, breathing that inside air that has so many
toxins, grows and grows with no good transit alternative to offer those who want to switch.

While we study and study transit, there is no reciprocal EIS process slowing down sprawl, or
polluted air, or the steady growth of driving.

Salesmen, not voters or elected officials, are sanclioned, under the myth of "free speech”, to
determine public policy through the overwhelming power of saturational consumer advertising. Car ads
currently pay for more media than any other revenue source [Alvord, Katie, Divorce your Carl,

(Gabriola Island BC, Canada, New Society Publishers, 2000), 45).

As aresult, all large newspapers have regular auto sections. None give other modes anything like
equal editorial space, and cannot conceive any reason to. Talk radio focuses on driving because that
is when listeners are captive with little else to do. Right in the Midway the best known talk radio
program in our market, “Garage Logic”, casts its entire image through the lense of the connection
between life in general and the garage, a building with no other purpose than storing a car.

All this content, paid and unpaid, constantly reaffirms, with soothing or challenging words and
seductive, staged and attractive images, through stories that never question driving as a free,
nondeterministic choice, that cars and SUVs actually produce the exact things they have in fact
eliminated from our increasingly fleeting open air lives-safety, quiet, convenience, mental heaith,

clean air and beauty.

In less than a century urban corridors such as University Avenue, created by and for transit-that is

to say, pedestrians-have been signed over to the usually speeding, noisy, isolating and poliuting
motor vehicle. in less than a century streets built with buildings lining the sidewalks, signaling

the primacy of the pedestrian, have become nothing more than scaling spines between the expanding
scar tissue of parking lots, that same asphalt skin eating up the Metro edge. Car storage is
euphemistically called "parking”, as if all the cars are just temporary. But they are not.

For all these and other reasons, it is essential we build rail transit, couple it with measures to
reduce driving, and do it now.



-

The Central Corridor includes the second and the third busiest bus lines in the Metro: 14,000-17,000
riders daily on #16A along University Ave. and 15,000-19,000 on #21A along Seiby, Marshall and Lake.
Both are local buses that have stops at least every two blocks and often every block. Currently

transit trips in the area have a higher growth rate than nentransit trips. The #16A and the

#50/limited stop buses together accounted for more than six million riders in the year 2000, with
ridership growing at about seven percent per year, vs. motor vehicle volumes in the area growing at
less than three percent per year. Both #16A and #21A buses frequently run at capacity, off-peak as

well as peak.

We ought to have built fransit capacity long ago to encourage and increase that ridership growth and
focus development so that both sprawl and driving are treated for what they are-major public health

- and ecological disasters. Hours and hours of tatk radio, which has no internal cuiture of

objectivity, is labeled “drive time" and is often virulently anti-transit, especially rail transit.

When imposed in the 1860s, I-84 in the Central Corridor should have come with a rail transit line as
mitigation. It should have come with enabling legislation and incentives to replace ripped out
neighborhoods with newly developed housing and stores and businesses in the air rights, like in
Boston, for example. It shoutd have come with noise and sound abatements far beyond the elimination

of two exits and the submergence of the freeway below grade.

In the early 1970s, what was then the Metropolitan Transit Commission (MTC) wrote a plan titled, "A
Family of Vehicles”, which among other things proposed an east-west subway through the Central
Corridor, connecting downtown St. Paul and downtown Minneapolis. The plan was killed by a small and
determined pro-road, anti-transit lobby in the Legislature. The result has been 30 years of
discrimination against nondrivers and those who seek neighborhoods not dominated by traffic.

| urge the following be included in scoping for the Central Corridor:

(1) Study the opfion of a light rail subway underneath Washington Avenue through the heart of the
University campus and perhaps in selected other areas of the Central Corridor. The Twin Cities,
because of climatological and geclogical characteristics, has long been acknowledged as a fogical
environment for subways. _

But retain as well the surface option for those same segments. Unfortunately, over time, the
Federal Transit Administration has validated as conventional wisdom that America cannot afford
subways. This is absurd, given the tens of Federal billions that go for highways that do more
social, and often more economic, harm than good. At the Universily and perhaps elsewhere, we could
team underground transit with underground arcades, such as exist in Toronto and Montreal and in
parts of subways in other cities of the world. These places would be for pedestrians only, since
drivers could not access them directly. In some areas, neighborhood open space and low density could
be preserved on the surface and density could be developed around stations underground.

Subways rmost likely will not be competitive in applying for federal funding, however, so we
must also retain the surface options. In Washington Avenue, which is natural for subway routing, a
careful weighing of all the factors may force the EIS committee to disregard the University of
Minnésota, which favors subway. Unfortunate, but perhaps necessary.

(2) Related to tunnels, include in the study the idea of separating streets at busy intersections

such as Sneiling and University. This is done in many cities without the ugly results that are

typical of the American low-bid public project system. If designed with 2s much emphasis on
aesthetics as on function, an underpass intersection can enhance rather than detract from urban
beauty and business viability. Such a confriguration might even provide new curbside parking along
surface side lanes free of tum lanes, for small retail businesses, a big source of potential

concern without such solutions. it depends on the width of the right-of-way. Through traffic lanes

for Snelling could be separated below grade and University Ave. confinued at grade at that
intersection. There is already the beginning of a ring road there. Northwest Washington, D.C. is
among the aftractive urban areas of the U.S. that-have one or more examples of this technique.

(3) Commuter rail EIS should be closely linked with light rail recormmendations. Regional rail that
stops in the heart of the Midway and connects directly to University Avenue light rail has

compelling logic. The CP rail line along Ayd Mill would allow stops in both the Midway and downtown
St. Paul without the backing in and running out of Union Depot that would delay St. Cloud/Hastings
trains for up to 20 minutes in both directions. There are stringent speed restrictions on Minnesota
Commercial Railroad right of way, but those can be eliminated.

(4) Retain the 1-94 light rail alternative only if it can be built on stilts one level above the

I-94 street overpasses such as Snelling, Pascal, Lexington, Victoria and Dale. MNDOT has indicated

it won't rebuild i-94 to accommaodate fight rail, but an elevated line could be installed with

minimal disruption and would provide the committee with an express downtown-to-downtown aiternative

to study. _

(5) Since capital and operating costs are to be rigorously quantified criteria of the benefit/cost
' 2
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analyses of transit alternatives they must also be rigorously quantified for the road and motor
vehicle system that provides nontransit trips and private vehicle storage such as structured
parking. Any EIS study of prospective transit investments should include the amortization of the
thousands of motor vehicles that carry nontransit trips, etc. When | as a bus patron stand at a stop
and observe hundreds of private vehicles go by with only one seat filled, the idle capital

investment in that unused capacity is crystal clear to me and it should be made equally clear to
those who rate transit capital proposals for funding and to voters, since private media never do
that. While those costs are not covered by public spending, we all would acknowledge that they still
are costs. Private spending that is economically wasteful or environmentally damaging should never
be considered more virtuous than public spending just because it is private. Insisting that economic
benefit/cost ratios only be applied to expenditures that are directly public is profoundly

dishonest.
In general, | also endorse the following, except where they may conflict with the above.

Recommendations of St. Paul Transit Vision Advisory Task Force

January 28, 1999

Thoughtful and searching discussions by the St. Paul Transit Vision Advisory Task Force have
resulted in conclusions that are encompassing, bold and stem from a few simple precepts,

1. Transit is an integral pért of the regional transportation system.

Transit is defined as a public share ride system. It includes buses, shuitles, trolleys, commuter
rail and light rail as technology suitable to the region.

There is finite space on roads and highways. Transit is consistent with Livable Communities vision
and priorities. It has an ecologically prudent outcome. It reduces congestion on existing roads and
highways. It can help preserve the quality of life in congestion-threatened areas. Larger numbers of
people can use transportation systems if transit is part of the system. Transit makes more efficient

use of existing infrastructure.

2. Transit is essential

East metro residents, employees and visitors need to 'get to jobs, recreation and-shopping. We need
to have choices about how to get to our destinations. Those who can't drive need transit. Those who
can drive need transit too. Transit benefits economically diverse residents of the region, even

those who don't use it.

Transit can reduce highway congestion by reducing the number of vehicles on our highways. No other
alternative has proven to be an effective, long-term solution for highway congestion in a metro

area. It also significantly reduces the need for downtown parking which has a positive effect on
downtown areas and allows people to come downtown without personal vehicles.

Transit helps our economy. Adequate transit allows employees to get to jobs in reduced times and it
reduces travel costs. Adequate transit provides employers with a larger potentiai number of
employees. Transit supports redevelopment and reinvestment in cities.

We want those small town qualities. We want the comfort of community, the security cemented in
enduring relationships, the responsibility inspired by a sénse of belonging. But, we want those

small town qualities with access to big city opportunities: the excellent parks, walkable _
neighborhoods, good restaurants, the museums. We want easy access to the games, the shows, the

attractions.
3. Transit priorities need to be part of 2 master plan.

The recommendations being made by the St. Paul Transit Vision Advisory Task Force are being
forwarded to the St. Paul City Council and Ramsey County Board of Commissioners. These
recommendations should be considered as part of the ¢ity’s and county's comprehensive plans. They
should also be part of the larger regional long-range transit plan. The master plan should describe
the refationship of land use and transportation. It should describe development in stages we can
manage. The plan needs to start with the central cities. It should be bold and visionary.

4. Transit, land use and urban design need o go hand in hand.

Major investments in transit need to be made with economic development and urban design in mind.
Selecting technology and locations where economic development can be stimulated by transit is an
important consideration. Attention must be paid to the impacts on existing businesses during
construction and operation of major transit investments. City, regional and state policies need to
support the land use relationship with transit and promote transit developments in core areas of the

3



region. Zoning laws, design standards, land use policies and development incentives must comp!ement. ,
i transit and our neighborhoods.

5. Transit needs a dedicated source of stable funding in addition to propeity tax revenues.

Transit is worthy of substantial and sustainable public funding support. The benefits are borne out
in great urban centers such as Toronto, Vancouver, Portland, New York, Washington, D.C. and Boston
and can be realized here as well. Transit is an important tool in economic development.

Unlike highways, which are funded in this region by a constitutionally dedicated gas tax, transit
has no guaranteed funding source. Currently, the Twin Cities transit system relies heavily on
property tax revenues and on state funds allocated by the Legisiature. It has been underfunded in
this region in comparison to compdrable U.S. cities..

6. There are exceptional opportunities for federal funding for this region.

. The major federal fransportation funding bill, TEA-21, offers opportunities for federal funding for
transit initiatives. Although the federal allocation process’is extremely competitive, with requests
far outpacing available funding, this region has a strong congressional delegation and has an
opportunity fo maximize the federal doilars coming to this region, rather than having them spent
elsewhere. There is an urgency to this issue because of the great need in this region and because
current opportunities may not continue for a lengthy period of time. Federal dallars are our tax
doltars too. They must be spent wisely on good transit projects.

7. The region needs a transit system that includes bus and rail.

Buses are the backbone of our current transit system. Buses provide service and coverage that are
essential to our region and need to be expanded. As fight rail and commuter rail choices become
available here, the necessity for good bus service increases. Buses and rail are complementary, not
competitive. Funding of other transit altemnatives must not be done at the expense of regular route

bus operations.
8. The commitment to transit needs to be substantially increased. -

The marketplace is demanding more transit services than are currently available. Recent bus
ridership increases have outpaced small increases in service. There is an unmet demand for transit

in this region.
Transit services in this region need to be doubled in the next five to ten years.

8. Investment In rail components as part of a regional transit system must be initiated now.

Rail transit can enhance transit systems, as has been demonstrated in other cities. The land use
impacts, operating efficiencies, permanence and image of the transit system are positively impacted
by rail transit. Rail transit is a tangible commitment to improved transit choices and service for

the region.
10. St. Paul, Ramsey County and the region need to affirm priorities for transit investments here.

Light rail transit in the Hiawatha Corridor is a priority for Hennepin County, Minneapolis and the
region. Resources are being sought to complete this project. St. Paui and Ramsey County need to

- advocate for better transit for the east metro region.

11. The priority for a major investment in transit in the region should be the triangle that
encompasses the Hiawatha, Ceniral and Riverview transit corridors.

The Hiawatha Corridor is maving forward as a light rail transit line connecting downtown
Minneapolis, the Minneapolis/St. Paul international Airport and the Mail of America. The Riverview
and Central Corridors complete the connection to downtown St. Paul. Both should be locations for

major transit improvements.

Transit investments must be made with sensitivity to and involvement of the neighborhoods,
residents, institutions and businesses where they are located.

12. The optimum transit solution should be sought for each corridor.

A transit corridor is the geographic spine where transit is located. No single transit solution fits
every corridor. Bus improvements may be appropriate in one corridor. Another cofTidor may warrant a
busway, with buses operating on dedicated right of way. Yet another corridor may be the ideal

location for light rail transit or commuter rail.

,.
\-'!a i
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13. Transit enhancements, in addition to major investments, need to occur now.

In addition to undertaking major investments in transit, there are other transit improvements that
should be initiated now. They include:

Service Levels
Endorse a 100% increase in transit service (including new routes and more frequent service on

existing routes) for this region in five to ten years.

Planning

Make the community (cities, neighborhoods, district councils) aware of the importance of addressing
land use issues for any future transit improvements and technologies.

Serious consideration of LRT for the east metro should not precede the building of an expanded

network of transit services as a logical part of a greater scheme. This could be in tandem with the
development of LRT, which takes a longer period of time to plan and construct than implementing a

new bus route.

Facilities

Build park and ride hubs at strategic suburban locations, on each main highway near the 494/694
ring. -

Provide super bus hubs where transit service is coordinated with shuttles.

Prov[ide pedestrian amenities at service centers for bus patrons - more options, longger hours, more
services, such as coffeefretail convenience outlets with light food and beverage service.

Create pedestrian and bicycle friendly environments in coordination with land use.

Improve bus amenities such as signage, schedules and more frequent cleaning of buses and shelters.
Build more partnerships between business, neighborhoods and Metro Transit.

Funding

Metro Transit must get a dedicated piece of the gas tax because transit reduces congestion and
improves the usability of highways for personal vehicles.

Incentives

Create incentives for employers to subsidize transit use.

Have options for bus passes for days, weekends and for families on weekends.
14. The benefits of transit and the need for transit must be communicated.

Better communication tools need to be implemented to make the case for transit. The communication
tools should focus on funders, employers and existing and potential transit users.

15. A complementary batance must be found among transportation modes.

Setting aside old conflicts and building coalitions of transit and highway interests are essential
components of providing better mobility for the region. Coalitions need to find a way to balance
funding priorities for transportation projects so that the region's needs are met.

We are asking policy makers to collaborate. We are asking policy makers to get this done. The time
to implement is now.

St. Paul Transit Vision Advisory Task Force Members

Ruby Hunt, Co-Chair, Macalester-Groveland area resident, former Saint Paul City Codncil member and
Ramsey County Board of Commissioners member

John Labosky, Co-Chair, Capitol City Partnership

Art Leahy, Co-Chair, Metro Transit general manager



* David Burley, Highland Business Assaciation
Buzz Cummins, St. Paul Transportation Management Organization
Nataiio Diaz, Metropolitan Council
Carol Frey, New Brighton Chamber of Commerce
Linda Jungwirth, Assistant to Commissioner Janice Reftman
-Corbin Kidder, Sem’or- Federation -
Mat Hollinshead, University United
Brian Merchant, Hightand District Council
Richard Miller, West Seventh Federation
Paul Mohrbacher, Capital River Council

Al Shetka, City of St. Paul
Jill Smith, Phalen initiative, Fast Side Area Business Association

Barb Thoman, Transit for Livable Communities
Larry Vanden Plas, Suburban Chamber of Commerce
Bob Wicker, Midway Chamber of Commerce

Robert Wider, St Paq[ Area Chamber of Commerce

Members' votes on recommendations were a consensus. Consensus means that a strong majority agreed.
In some instances, the organizations appointing members may not have taken a position on these
issues and therefore the member voted his or her own opinions based on many hours of presentations
3

and discussion. ]
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Morris, Steve

From: Morris, Steve
—Sent: Friday, July 20, 2001 2:58 PM
J0: ‘Scott Heiderich'
-Subject: RE: Central Cooridor Scoping Document

Thank you for your comments. They will be included in the public record.
Steve Mortis

-

——Original Messagg-—

From: Scott Heiderich [SMTP:scott. heiderich@ci.stpaul.mn.us}
Sent: Friday, July 20, 2001 2:56 PM .
To: mihpde@bitstream.net; Kathryn.DeSpiegelaere@co.ramsey.mn.us; steve.morris@co.ramsey.mn.us

Subject: Central Cooridor Scoping Document

| am not sure if the following two areas are covered satisfactorily in the planned Centrat Cooridor Scoping Document. 1 urge that they be part of
this document and thoroughly studied and considered. '

1. Because of the heavy traffic at the intersection of University Avenue and Schnelling Street, including motor vehicles as well as pedestrians, |
recommend that the grades of the above two streets be separated with the introduction of either LRT or a dedicated busway. | think that University

Avenue should be the thru street at grade, allowing the transit stations to be located right on the intersection. The Snelling thru traffic would go

below grade at this intersection and of course there would be only noith/south traffic on Snelfing..... no turns onto or off Snefling. the City of St

Paul (Michael Klassan) has already done some studying of how to route traffic in the Midway without turning at Universily, and more could be
done. The surface intersection would allow for a larger station platform, and also extended pedestrian/shop areas for a short distance north and

south of University Avenue. :

This treatment could also be considered for other locations along University Avenue, hut | think that at Snefling 1t is most important.

2. In considering LRT, | hope that the scoping document will allow for a thorough study of all possible means of operating trains. | think it is
important that we study local trains and express trains and the resultant mix. Of course the continuance of at least a trucated MTCO #16A bus Is

part of this discussion as well.

In general, my experience with scoping documents in the past is that everything is NOT studied or considered in order to save money and a
staiement is made that after the EIS, we can pick parts of one alternative and put them into parts of another alternative in order to plan the best

possible product, However, this almost never happens, and the preferred alternative is chosen in it's original form with a resultant lose in

effectiveness. It is my hope that this EiS will be different.

Finally, | do not believe that the commuter rafl aitemnative should be considered as one of the altemnatives along with LRT and busways. Although
a certain coordination between these very separate modes is of value, studying them is really apples and oranges and they should be considered

compietely separately for EIS purposes.

Respectfully submitted: Scoft Heiderich
1966 Portland Avenue
St Paul, Mn. 55104

651-645-3333



| Central Corridor Transit Project Public Scdping Meeting

Comment Sheet

1. Alternatives:

No Build [

Comment:

+  Transportation System-Manm - _ ¢
ot 7] QZ#WTW T v Aeded TS <2
-%{];@ } Al
Light Rail Transit (LRT) — University Avenue '

Comment:

t
Light Rail Transit (LRT)—1-94

Comment:

1
Busway/Bus Rapid Transit (BRT} — University

s /Lg;— ad GL.'(; Vgt E i o WMM |
2, SW/@W@#WM 5T . o

3. Gegneral Commenttz:ﬂ (submit additional pages if necessa%gw
TR AN P e %WM o rid

A%TW_QWW/WW&L: : %
4. Name (optional) @%_ﬁ /%deé EDDIE MADDOX

Address: 651-222-8222

E-Mail address: _ eddie @mngevsci.com

Telephone: - Fax: 532-SHERBURNE AVE.
Zé JUL 2L, ST. PAUL MN 55103-1945

Please put your comments in the comment box tonight or Submit by July 20, 2001 to;
Steve Morris, RCRRA, 50 West Kellogg Boulevard, Suite 665, St. Paul, Minnesota 55102.
If you have any questions please contact Steve Morris at Phone: (651) 266-2784,

TDD 1(800) 627-3529, Fax: (651} 266-2761 or via e-mail at steve.momis@co.ramsey.mn.us

Thank you for attending this Publi¢ Scoping Meeting!




Morris, Steve

To:

Jack

~ Subject: RE: Scoping document

- Thanks for your comments. They will be included in the public record.

 understand overhead ma

ps can be obtained from the Metropolitan Council's data center 651 602-1140. Information is at

www_datafinder.org
Steve Morris
~——0riginal Message—
From: Jack [SMTP:jack2ros@pro-ns.nef}
Sent: Friday, July 20, 2001 5:47 PM
To: steve.morris@co.ramsey.mn.us

J

Subject: Scoping document

Hi Steve Morris, | have attached fwo files here that | feel are

reasonable comments on the Scope of the Environmental impact Statement.

Did you find out if the maps of the five St. Paul Colleges were

available? Hope thing are going well. Transitly yours Jack Rossback << File: Scoping Report.doc >> << File:

Otoole.doc >>



I will attempt to state clearly what I believe are the qualities of each of the
proposed possibilities and what I perceive as their shortcomings. Ihave
tremendous experience in transportation and the transit system in the metro
area. I’ve had family in this area for about 150 years so there has always
been an oral tradition. My father was for a time a streetcar operator and
used the transit system all his life to go to work. I have ridden the transit
system for likely 45 years and continue to do so. I believe in positive values
and would like to thank all those individuals who helped to provide me
transit over all the years. I commuted to the University of Minnesota in the
later 60°s and early 70’s some of the time by bicycle. Some of the time by
ride sharing, some of the time by buses and some of the time a combination
of these modes. I’ve worked for the Mn Transportation Department, I've
driven trucks, cars, motorcycles, and taxi. I feel I have a great deal of
experience to share and contribute to this scoping document.

No build The bus system on University Ave. is as ] understand it the only
bus system that pays for itself in the metro area. Most of the users that I
have talked to feel that they get adequate service and that the transportation
times and waiting times are acceptable. Unless some dramatic improvement
in cost saving or safety or waiting times or comfort can be made certainly
this should be the choice made. Certainly neither LRT or the dedicated
busway offer any significant improvements over the current system. Much
Economic Development is taking place on University Ave without any new
transit incentive. As demand on this route increases more or larger buses

can be added.

There are significant problems with the buses that probably would not be
corrected by any of the proposals. Tom Ostoff MIN State Representative told
me that he would not wait for a bus on University Ave. The inference was
that he did not feel safe. 1recently got on a 16 bus from downtown and the
entire rear window was covered with spit. On the 4™ of July, my 13 year
old son, my 9 year old daughter, my friend and I rode the 3 (was the 5 in
May) bus to the capital to see the fire works. The bus was racially split front
and back and we occupied seats in the middle of the bus. One man who I
believe was drunk behind me continually in a very loud voice swore every
3" word and one of those other 2 words was a racial epithet not used by
white people. 2 teenage boys got on free with flags on a on a stick. One boy

‘was very provocative with the stick waving it in peoples faces, He

proceeded to poke a young man harshly in the neck with the stick and then
hide it quickly. He was about to poke my son in the neck in the same
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manner so I was forced to watch him for every second the rest of the trip,

.hoping that the escalation would not occur, thankfully it did not. All four of

our party agreed that the ride was extremely risky and not at all enjoyable-
this from individuals that ride the bus often and for many years. My
daughter does not really want to ride the bus again since the circumstances
really frightened her. The bus went right into the worst of the grid lock so
we all got out and walked. Other years the bus route was changed for the
fireworks on the 4% and worked OK. On the way home we were unable to
catch a bus since the bus snuck through just as the fireworks were over and
we walked the 3 miles to our home seeing no other bus. Walking was better

than the bus on this occasion.

It should be clear that there is no solution to these problems and potential
riders with cars are not going to tolerate these conditions. For wheel chair
riders the on or off time is about 1-2 minutes and so any bus route could not
accommodate more than a couple of wheel chair riders without its schedule
being useless. Buses are stinky, noisy, generate dangerous soot particulates
and re-entrain dirt and other particles in the air. Buses travel at about the
same speed as bicycles and create a dangerous interaction that can be
repeated for blocks or miles. Every bus includes a pedestrian trip but buses
and pedestrians are actually in conflict for space and direction. Buses
undoubtedly contribute to the congestion in our metro area. Buses are
dangerous to walkers, bikers, motorcyclists, cars, trucks and other buses.
Buses require large subsides at a time where contention for resources by
cars, trains and others is significant and the legislature is not fully for transit.
Buses do not meet the intent of the ADA. Buses in and of themselves do not
spur development. Buses are indeed old technology. A complete public
health assessment including comfort of movement needs to be done on
buses. A serious cost benefit study needs to be done. Worst of all is that the
community does not believe that Metro Transit is their bus system. In the
absolutely contemptuous way in which the bus routes were changed in the
Northeast Quadrant without ever including riders in any of the development
stages no wonder this is true. See the complaints that the Como Ave
residents have about buses on their streets.

Transportation System Management. This is in fact a very intriguing
model. As was mentioned by a person who testified that a proper naming
would be Logistics Management to allow the total complexity of
movement in out central corridor be known. This is the sole component of
all of the proposals that allow new ideas and technology to at least be
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evaluated for the possibility of transportation improvement in a very
complex environment. Imaging Sensing System (ISS) is located in the
Sprucetree Building on the comer of Snelling Ave and University Ave .
ISS provides traffic management services and technology in many parts of |
the world and the US. ISS basic technology is a series of cameras that -
provide images to a central computer and then analysis with or without L
management of traffic is decided by the computer based on algorithms in the
programs.. Anyone can go to the intersection of Snelling and University and
see the cameras and visit the offices. Unfortunately the cameras are only for
experimental services. ISS made a presentation to Carol Molnau’s House
committee on transportation as an example of the bringing of technology
from the U of M to a successful private venture from which the U of M

benefits.

There is a second group of technologies that have come from the U of M and
are now ready to make their confribution to the logistical problems of transit
and perhaps freight. This technology company is called Taxi2000 and its
technology is call Personal Rapid Transit (PRT). I have followed the
development of many new technologies including laser beams and nowhere
has a technology been more ready to be built that Taxi2000 PRT. The
improved public health affect in our community alone cries out for this most
important attempt to combine transit with livability. Irefer individualsto
the The Longitude Prize by Joan Dash for comparison. This technology is
such a perfect fit for the central corridor. I believe that this is the only
system that the community can participate as owners as well as users.

Traffic engineers are continually learning new ways in which to manage
auto-truck-bus traffic and apply this knowledge in administrative as well as
material form. The Electric Fuel Corporation has just completed a test '
where a bus completed more that 90 miles using only zinc-air batteries.

Certainly this category offers the most improvements as they come available
for vehicles, bicycles, electric tricycles, and pedestrians as they negotiate the
central corridor. An ongoing public health evaluation can show great
improvement in the deaths and injuries that do occur in the central corridor.
Benefit to cost ratios can be derived before any new technologies are added.
Surveys of the individuals as to their mobile needs can be ongoing as would
the collection of the assembled wisdom from those that inhabit the central
corridor. It is advisable for the metro region to invest their transportation
dollars wisely and in this area or conversely the no-build proposal.
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Light Rail Transit(LRT) — University Avenue. There is absolutely no
valid reason for building LRT on University Avenue unless one wishes to
worsen the already difficult traffic problems or be a part of a huge exchange
of money from taxpayers pockets to the cadre of takers that surround such a
project. Why someone would want to build a 19™ century train that travels
at virtually freeway speeds down the middle of University Ave. is beyond

me.

The Public Health effects are incredibly large. The LRT of this countries are

much more deadly than autos per 100 million passenger miles; double the

urban average and triple the freeway average. The high speeds re-entrain
particulates into the air, that’s last thing you want in an urban environment.
Police are concerned about the yielding to emergency vehicles. Pedestrians
and Bicyclists are concerned about encountering such huge high speed trains
on a 30 mph urban street. Certainly this violates environmental justice
considerations. There would be increased poliution from the increased
congestion as LRT takes the center 2 lanes of University Ave.

During the lengthy construction period conditions in large urban area will
be awful. There will be increased poliution from noise, congestion, diesel
exhaust, particulates and other construction materials. The hidden costs of
these additional burdens result in a tax on local inhabitants, individuals in
transit, and local businesses. These costs are significant and are rarely

calculated as part of a project.

Because the current ration of dollars of GDP to Carbon Equivalents of
global warming gases is one dollar to one pound. So the initial cost of 500
million dollars(which everyone knows will at least double) gives a value of
500 million pounds of carbon equivalents( a huge pile) added to the
atmosphere from construction costs. A full public health assessment must be
done and added to the benefit cost ration. As a retired Certified Industrial
Hygienist and Member of the Ramsey County Citizens Public Health
Advisory Board, I have a very acute understanding of the public heal

issues involved here.’ ‘

The problems with LRT go far from here. LRT will further divide
neighborhoods . LRT does not promote development. LRT does not
promote alternative transportation. LRT will continue to rely on huge
subsides. Rather than going into all of the details I’ll attach Randal O'toole's

information as attachment 1. LRT is not really ADA compatible.
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Light Rail Transit (LRT)— I-94. Having just traveled the freeways
through Chicago all one would have to do is spend a day at one of the center
of the freeways trains to understand why you do not build on the freeway.
It’s tough to get passengers to go down to the freeway and the conditions are

- really bad. The 94 freeways which were saturated both ways on last

Wednesday evening could not give up space to the LRT without total

gridlock.

Busway/Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) —~University Avenue. I cannot see this
as any improvement over the current bus system. This in my view would
generate increased pollution, cause increased congestion, greater safety and
public health risks, and construction problems associated with such a
project. The Metro Transit is currently running $200 million deficits with no
dedicated funding sources and this project like the LRT project would only
cause them to increase. This is indeed a century old technology which has
been but no longer is adaptable to the urban environment. This system
would not be conducive to handicap travel

Stations Stations must be as numerous as bus stops to make a transit system
work.

General comments. I greatly appreciated all of the people that have
provided me and others with safe and inexpensive transportation over a great
deal of my life. I feel I have a responsibility to try to in a sense payback
with my abilities to improve further safe and sensible transit opportunities. I
believe the reason there is much damage done on the buses and riding in
urban areas becomes dangerous is that the community does not feel like the
bus system belongs to them. I know that there is to be increased security for
the bus system but this can only be a partial remedy as I see it. I have felt
that the transit users are the last people that are included in the process of
transit. That is I feel that information about meetings and public hearings in
the EIS study does not include the individuals that will be most affected by
the decisions made here. I feel that the invitation must be made over and
over again in those location where the community comes together to gain the




best knowledge about the proposed Transit Alternatives. I considerita
tragic flaw that the input of riders, drivers, residents, pedestrians, business
people, associations, schools and other entities were not contacted in the

initial stages of this process.

I also feel that the criteria that was selected for evaluating the best options
was incredibly prejudicial in pre-selecting outcomes. I feel that the criteria
needs to be develop by the various components of the community including
those element which have virtually no political power or influence. The
number one criteria should have been the effect on public health, other
criteria could be; the attractiveness of the transit to riders; benefit cost ratios
estimates; reduction in congestion; etc. I have no faith in the criteria used

and believe their selection to be faulty.

It has been very nice interacting with all of the individuals in the scoping
process. .

Transiently Yours Jack Rossbach 987 Como Place St. Paul, 55103 651-
488-0524



New Secretary of Transportation Norman Mineta may be one of the
- costliest appointments to George Bush's cabinet. A strong enthusiast
: of light-rail transit, as congressman from San Jose Mineta funneled
hundreds of millions of dollars into that region's light-rail system.

San Jose's light rail has turned out to be an even more spectacular

failure than the ones in Sacramento, Portland, and Los Angeles. Yet
regions all over the country, including Houston, Seattle, and Orange
County, suffer from light-rail envy and are eagerly planning new rail

systems,

That Mineta remains 2 proponent of light rail shows that he hasn't .
learned the most important lesson from those cities that have already
built light rail. That lesson is that this nineteenth-century

technology completely fails to meet the transportation needs of

twenty-first-century cities.

Does light rail improve transit? No, most cities that built light Y
rail experienced a decline in transit's share of travel. This is 7 -
partly because the expense of light rail forced transit agencies to o
increase fares, as Minneapolis is about to do.

Is light rail faster and more attractive to transit riders than

buses? No, transit riders are sensitive to frequencies and speed, and
buses can easily run on schedules more frequent and faster than light
rail. Where most light rail lines average just 20 miles per hour,

many express bus routes average better than 30 miles per hour,

Does light rail reduce congestion? No, it increases congestion ‘ i
whenever the rail lines occupy former street space and also because .
it is such an ineffective form of transit. Traffic growth on the

. freeways paralleling Portland's light-rail lines accelerated after
the light rail replaced faster express bus routes.

Is lght rail cost effective? No. The average light-rail line planned
or under construction will cost more per mile than a four-fane
freeway. Yet no light-rail system in the nation carries as many
people (in passenger miles per route mile) as a single lane mile of

typical urban freeway. o
i

Nor is light rail cost-effective when compared with bus transit. One
dollar spent on bus transit can provide the same benefits as $10 to
$100 spent on light rail. Light rail is so expensive that most cities
that have built it lacked the funds to make needed bus improvements.

Does light rail revitalize neighborhoods? No. Ten years after

Portland's light-rail line opened, city officials were dismayed to

find none of the redevelopment they expected along the line. They now

offer millions of dollars of tax waivers and other subsidies to ‘
attract developers to the area. Los Angeles, San Diego, and other _

cities have had similar experiences.

Is light rail safe? Absolutely not. Fatalities ~ mostly to
pedestrians - per million passenger miles are much higher from light

rail than from buses or automobiles.

\-L—',-/.
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So why did Portland, Sacramento, and other cities build light rail?
One word: Pork. The federal government has given cities billions of
dollars to build useless rail lines. This generates a powerful lobby
of engineering firms, building contractors, unions, rail car

builders, and others to promote rail construction.

The construction lobby is joined by the banks that will sell the
bonds used to finance local shares of construction. Light rail is
also supported by downtown businesses that want to see federal
dollars spent in their districts rather than in the fast-growing
suburbs where new transportation facilities are truly needed.

In short, light rail is simply one more way to take money from the
pockets of ordinary taxpayers and put it in the pockets of wealthy
businesses. If you don't believe this, take a look at the political
campaigns where light rail has come before voters. The vast majority
of contributions for light rail come from engineering firms,
contractors, unions, banks, and downtown business interests.

Subways and other heavy-rail transit work well in cities with
high-density urban cores, such as New York and Chicago. Yet even m
dense cities light rail is not the answer: New Jersey's Bergen-Hudson
light rail is one of the biggest failures in the country. .

If Mineta encourages more cities to build light-rail lines, it will

cost more than the federal and local doilars wasted on these
boondoggles. It will also reduce the livability of those cities by
increasing urban congestion, reducing pedestrian safety, and
promoting more ¢orporate welfare such as tax breaks for developments

- along the light-rail lines.

Randal O'Toole (rot@ti.org) is senior economist with the Thoreau
Institute (www ti.org) and author of The Vanishing Automobile and

Other Urban Myths.

Randal O'Toole The Thoreau Institute
rot@ti.org http:/fwww.ti.o



Morris, Steve

From: Morris, Steve

—~Sent: Friday, July 20, 2001 4:37 PM
0% ‘dbrunnermn@aol.com’ - _
Subject: RE: scoping comment from Riverbluff

thanks for your comments. They will be included in the pubiic record.

Steve Morris
~=Qyiginal Message—
From: dbrunnermn@aol.com [SMTP:dbrunnermn@aol.com]
Sent: Friday, July 20, 2001 4:35 PM
To: steve. morns@co.ramsey.mn.us

- Subject: scoping comment fronT Riverbluff

Steve Morris _
Project Manager

Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority (RCRRA)
50 West Kellogg Boulevard, Suite 665

St Paul, Minnesota 55102

Dear Mr. Morris:

On July 9, 2001 Riverbluff Co-op's, a housing Cooperative that borders the
bike path on Bridge 9, Board of Directors heard Jan Moriock, Director of
Community Relations at the University, present a briefing on Central Corridor
proposais. Specifically, she focused on the two proposals the University
plans to promote. The LRT route option involving Bridge 9 raised several
significant concems frorn our BOD; our Co-op membership is only now being

informed. .

Our community is sandwiched between the Minnegasco Superfund Cleanup site and
the University's athletic field (slated for poiluted related clean up

procedures). The area involved with the LRT proposal was involved with a
Community Action Committee (CAC) and construction on this site is a violation

of the final CAC recommendation and community contract. We'd be glad to send
you a full report, but will include decisive conclusion of this lengthy

investment by the stakeholders.

A critical concern to our Go-op, a community of 57 children and 33 adults,
was the evident lack of timely notice offered to precariously placed
stakeholders. The Midway Como Moniter, a St. Paul community newspaper,
lists Central Corridor transit public hearings (2/26 & 27) and does not
mention Bridge 9 as a route under consideration, although four other routes
are published. How would our Co-op have known plans were in the works to
transform the wonderful new bike path into a LRT route?

Not one word of notice arrived prior to the misdated meeting with Joan
Campbell and Jan Morlock at Seven Corner's Apartment, July 4th. So by
restricting notice of this LRT route under consideration the public hearings
precede conflict free and do not inform the people most affected by the
planning committees decisions. How pleasant for the RCCRA and unfortunate
for us. This sirategy, to misinform or simply not inform major stakeholders
was inappropriate politics in the Hiawatha LRT; moreover it needs to end

altogether.
Here are some of Riverbluif Co-op BOD concerns:

- Community Action Committee restrictions on this superfund clean up site,
recommendations based on underground pollution the remains in this area
- Noise and safety issues involved with placing a LRT line and station so

near our family based housing Co-op o N )
- Possible displacement of Co-op members if Riverbluff land is required

employed for the LRT plans

-

Riverbluff BOD is requesting your written acknowledgment, of our community
concerns, so we can be assured our concerns have become part of the LRT

1



planning record and environmental impact study. We would like to hear back

K T

from you by our August 13, 2001 meeting. . Thank you for your consideration

Sincerely,

N.J. Plath - secretary and

 Riverbluff Board of Directors



Morris, Steve

To: ' Michae! McLaughiin
—Subject: . RE: Central Cornidor Environmental Impact Statement Scope

Thanks for your comments. They will be included in the pubiic record.

Steve Morris
~—Qriginal Message——
-From: Michaet McLaughlin [SMTP:michael@urbanworks.com]
Sent: Friday, July 20, 2001 3:26 PM
To: steve. moms@co ramsey.mn.us
Cc: Jan Morlock; peter.mclaughlin@co.hennepin.mn.us; joan.campbell@ci.minneapolis.mn.us
Subject: Central Corridor Environmental Impact Statement Scope
VIA EMAIL

Stadium Village Commercial Association

PO Box 14738
Minneapalis, Minnesota 55414

20 July 2001

Steve Morris, Project Manager
Ramsey County Regional Rail Authority
50 West Kellogg Boulevard

Suite 665

Saint Paul, Minnesota 55102

RE: Central Corridor Environmental impact Statement Scope

Dear Mr. Morris:

The Stadium Village Commercial Association Board of Directors has reviewed and discussed alignment options for a
light rail transit line/bus rapid transit line through the Stadium Village area on the University of Minnesota's east bank.
While we share the overall vision that 2 LRT:»r RT line is a needed transit option, we have concluded thata

We feel the short and long term impacts of a Washington Avenue alignment - either at grade or below grade - would
be too substantial for our community. The likelihood of significant disruption for an extended period during
construction of such a line, and the presumed loss of on-street parking and traffic-handling capacity would have
severe consequences for our small retail and commercial area which has Washington Avenue as its spine.

With the preparatlon of a new Enwronmental Impact Statement for the Central Corridor, wg_mmngmﬁ_

#9. We feel this ahgnment would provide better access to Stadlum \fllage Dmkytown the Umversn&y of Mlnnesota S
athletic facilities, the Southeast Minneapolis Industrial (SEMI) area, and would be closer in prox:rnlty to a potential

commuter rail station in the area.
Again, we support the vision of a transit line through the University area and look forward to participating as the project
moves forward.

Sincerely,

Brad Mateer

President )
Stadium Village Commercial Association

cc: Council Member Joan Campbell, City of Minneapolis
Commissioner Peter McLaughlin, Hennepin County
Jan Morlock, University of Minnesota

-




Saint Paul

Transportation Management- Organization

Central Corridor’s Light Rail Trassit (1RT) Option.

Saint Panl Transportation Magagement Organization’s (TMO) Position

Resolved, that the Saint Pani Transportation Management Organization (TMO), ix its
eadarsemert for the entire Central Corridor project, supports thc Czntral Corridor’s Lighe Rail

Transit (LRT) alignment alternative 5.

Ahternative 5 uns on University Avermus behind the Capitol, 1o Jackson, j jogging cast at 7h Smeer
10 Sibley, and thence down to the Ssint Paul Union Depot, turning west an 4™ Streat and ending
in the Rice Park area. This option allows for e efficient and effective land use development
pattern fn the major activity centers in downtown Saint Panl; comnecting the neighberhoods and
businesses on University Avennie with the Capitol, Ramsey Hogpital, the Union Depot and the
enterrainment district.

The Central Cotridor is a coitical link in regional trapsit plans. Stretching 11 miles, this corridor
would not only cannect the region’s two downtowns, but also connect the east metro area wirh
the Hiawatha IRT Ene. Improved transit in the Centrul Commidor will make the ertire community

stronger and more livable - now and in the fisture.

The Sainr Paul TMO believes that an effective, convenient, and safe public transit systam with
widespread and substantial ridership is essemntial to the long-term viebility and cogtinued high
quality of lifs in Saimt Paul. We further believe that a mix of public transit optians will likely be
required to setisfy the cormmuting needs of Saint Paul employces and residents,

Specifically, improving transit options in the Ceniral Corridor wauld:

Expand opportunities for cormromters to move freely to, through and within the corridor
Suppaort local development and encourage redevalopment

Strengthen commmmities

Reinforce the region’s transportation system

Promote 2 healthy environment and sustainable future
Enhanccrhaamﬂngn-ansparta;houmﬁastmcnumo serve tnebxghnumbcrcfumt

depend:n:permsmtbecomdor

* o0 0 9y

L 2B B

The Sairz Paul Transportation Managemsnt Organization (TMO) is a private/public partnership
dedicated to aiternative forms of transportation. Our mission is to promote and coozdinate
efficient and epvironmentally sound transportstion networks to assure the continned growth and
prosperity of Sairt Paul and the East Metro Aree. .

First Nadonsf Bank Bulldimg, N-205 » 332 Mippesor Sawer » Salnt Paul, Minnescta 53101
maln fine o §51.223.5000 <=  dlrectlive = 4512652782 ¢ hlfm-éSI_ZS.SIIQ



Our purposa it to provide commuter transportation informatios, edncation and services to
employers, commuters and residents in the downtown area. Serving as a coordinating board, the

Saimt Paul TMO will use its public and private partmers and their expertise. networks, and
resourcss 10 engage downtown emplioyers’ support and active participation inthe -
implementstion of workplace commmter transportation programs to reduce congestion and make

downtown more accessible.

' ToMmd,tthmumﬂTMOsupporsandmcmmgcsﬁmscmmpommnpmjectsand

programs that redues traffic congestion and offer commuters viable options 1o driving alone
incinding trensit, car’vanpeoling, and h:cyclmg. )

TOTAL P.93
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Capitol Area Architectural and Planning.Board

204 Administration Building
50 Sherbume Avenue

Saint Paul. Minnesota 55155
Phone: 651.206.7138

- Fax: 651.206.6718

ITY: 800.627.3529

March 26, 2001

Mr. Steve Morris

Ramsey County Regional Rail Authonty
RCGC West, Suite 665

50 West Kellogg Boulevard

Saint Paul MN 55102

Dear Steve:

I am writing to summarize the current Capitol Area Architectural and Planning Board's
(CAAPB) position regarding LRT alignments in the Capitol Area, as part of the Central
Corridor. '

As aresult of our joint discussions this week involving CAAPB Board members, one of our
Architectural Advisors, and your consultants, and after a follow-up meeting of CAAPB staff
with all three Architectural Advisors, the preferred CAAPB alignments would be as follows

(in no particular order):

Option 1: A station under a new plaza in the Upper Mall in front of the Capitol.

Option 4:  Along University Avenue, behind the Capitol and down Jackson Street, with
a station near the Ford Building on University Avenue and another between -

* the Revenue Building and Regions Hospital on Jackson. An alternative to
Option 4 is south from University on Rice Street with a station near Leif
Erickson Park on the corner, then running east on Twelfth Street along the
frontage of the Mall Commons area to J ackson, with a stop in the east

campus area as Jackson turns to downtown Saint Paul.

A strong consensus was that there should be two stops in-the Capitol A:ea, one in the
northwest serving needs of the session and general public, and the second in the east campus

area serving Regions Hospital and the growth potential of the state offices.

Our office looks forward to continued development and refinement of these alignments,
anticipating a CAAP Board discussion in late May or June.

Sincere

m

Nancy Stark
Executive Secretary '

a’m\0 1 -mar26-morris
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ORIGINAL

CENTRAL CORRIDOR TRANSIT PROJECT
PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING

JUNE 26, 2001

8:15 A.M,

Sheraton Midway
400 North Hamline Avenue
St. Paul MN 55104
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Slides shown during the presentation.]

MR. MORRIS: Good morning. I’d like to
thank you all for coming this morning. I’m filiing in for
L.ee Pao Xiong, the vice chair of the Central Corridor
Coordinating Committee, who, unfortunately, has one of
those lovely summer colds that we all dread this time of
year. But on his behalf and on behalf of the whole
committee, I’'m glad you’re here this morning.

We’re going to hold three of these public scoping
meetings. We will have the same presentation at all three
meetings. There will be meetings this evening and also
tomorrow evening.

I’'m going to moderate the meeting, and we’ll have
about 30 minutes of presentations, and then we’ll be happy
to accept your comments and suggestions.

If you’d like to speak and haven’t signed up on ther
speakers’ list, please check with Holly Halverson at the
takle in back. Holly, could you raise your hand?
Everybody saw you on the way in.

Here’s (indicating) the agenda for this morning’s
meeting. The first couple of agenda items, "Introduction"
and "“"How We Got Here,"™ I'm going to talk about; and then
we’ll go to John Bednarczyk who will present the
Environmental Review portion of the agenda and describe the

process, the alternatives that will be considered, and the

JOHNSON & DZIUK COURT REPORTERS
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issues that have to be addressed.

Following John’s presentation, Barry Gore will
conclude the formal presentation with a description of the
build alternatives that are being considered and the
Station Area Review portion of the agenda. This will
include the design guidelines and the proposed station site
locations,

We’re going to keep the presentation brief because
we’d like to save most of the time for your comments.

You’ll notice a number of displays have been set up in
an effort to inform you about the project. If you haven’t
done so, we’d invite you to have a look at them after the
presentation, and we will be around to answer your
questions. We also have Scoping Booklets and comment
sheets for today’s meeting. If you don’t have the items,
again, they’re with Holly there in the back.

This morning’s public scoping meeting has several
purposes. First, it provides an opportunity for the
Central Corridor Coordinating Committee to bring you up to
date by providing a history of the project and to seek your
input on the alternatives currently being studied.

Second, we want to hear your comments and any concerns
you may have about potential impacts due to. implementation
of the Central Corridor Project.

Third, we want to inform you about how you can be

"JOHNSON & DZIUK COURT REPORTERS
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involved in this decision-making process.

The comment period following the formal presentations
provides an opportunity to enter into the public record
your comments on the project. A court reporter is present
this morning to prepare an official transcript of each of
these scoping meetings, and we value any of your comments.

In addition, you can submit written comments by
filling out one of the forms that are available at the
registration desk. You can either submit them today or you
can mail them or E-mail them directly to me.

This slide shows the contact information, but the same
information is alsoc in the Scoping Booklets. So anything
that is submitted by July 20th will end up in the public
record for the project.

Policy direction for the Central Corridor Transit
Study is being provided by the Central Corridor
Coordinating Committee. As you can see, there’s broad
representation on the committee including two from Mn/DOT
including the chair, City of St. Paul, Ccity of Minneapolis,
Hennepin County, Ramsey County, Metropolitan Council,
University of Minnesota, the Red Rock and Northstar
Commuter Rail Corridors.

Now I’d like to describe a little bit of the history
of how we got to where we are today. <Citizens and

policymakers throughout the Twin Cities have long

JOHNSON & DZIUK COURT REPORTERS
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recognized the need for strong transit service and
investment in the Central Corridor, the heart of the Twin
Cities-Metropolitan area.

This slide shows previous studies which included the
Central Corridor from 1984 through 2000. We have, it’s
fair to say, studied this project guite a few times.

Two of the previous studies specifically identified
Light Rail Transit as the preferred transportation
improvement for the Central Corridor. The Midway Corridor
Light Rail Transit Dbraft Environmental Impact Statement was
prepared in 1990, and the Central Corridor Alternatives
Analysis and Draft Environmental Impact Statement was
prepared in 1993.

Given the importance of the Corridor and the number of
transit modes and alignment options, the participating
agencies initiated this study to determine the current
preferred transit option for the Corridor.

The environment has changed in many ways and we can’t
assume that the o0ld studies still represent the best
solution, but they do provide a good baseline for today’s
work.

The transit study methodology used a tiered approach
to provide a comprehensive study to identify potentijal
transit improvements in the Corridor. The main elements of

the study are shown here:
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Review and evaluate previous studies; define goals and
objectives; define the options to meet those goals and
objectives; provide a screening process to refine the
options; prepare an Environmental Impact Statement for
regulatory agency review; and then, finally, to develop a
Central Corridor financial plan.

We have now completed the screening process and have
entered the scoping process for the Environmental Impact.
Statement, as John Bednarczyk will explain later.

At the beginning of the process we have identified
future transportation needs and developed a set of goals
for the project as follows:

We put mobility and accessibility, economic
development, communities and the environment, and financial
considerations.

The mobility and accessibility: Performance was
assessed in terms of nine criteria, one being proven
technology, support of previous transportation investments
in the Corridor, support of previous development
investments, service to major markets, intermodal
connectivity, regional connectivity, travel time savings,
residential population served, and major employment centers
served.

Economic development: We assessed performance in

terms of consistency with local plans and consistency with
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regional plans, consistency with land use, potential to
support smart growth and livable communities, business
community sentiment, proximity to planned development and
developable and redevelopéble lands.

Communities and the environment: There are four
criteria: Compatibility with the character of the
communities, existing right-of-way utilization, diversity
of the population served -- that would include things like
special needs populations, minority and low income -~ and
community sentiment.

Financial considerations: Performance under this goal
was assessed in terms of two evaluation criteria, capital
cost and right-of-way costs.

As indicated in the next slides, we’ve identified the
needs of the Corridor and determined goals to satisfy those
needs. This 1s the Purpose and Need Statement for the
Central Corridor. I think I won’t read through those.
They, in essence, support the goals that I just described.

Based on the planning process described, we retained

the build alternatives --  it’s shown on the next slide. I

_think I'm making life difficult. (Pause) There we go.

They include the Light Rail Transit on University
Avenue, Bus Rapid Transit on University Avenue, and Light
Rail Transit along Interstate-94. Each of these

alternatives has been described in your Scoping Booklet and
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will be presented in greater detail near the end of the
presentation.

Although two commuter rail options are being
considered as part of the Central Corridor Transit Study,
the evaluation of the commuter rail options-will be
deferred to a separate environmental document based on
regional commuter rail connections and system planning,
funding, and operating agency responsibility. The
technical evaluation of the available commuter rail options
in the Central Corridor is underway.

This concludes my part of the formal presentation,
John Bednarczyk of BRW will now talk about the third agenda
item, Environmental Review. Jochn.

MR. BEDNARCZYK: Thank you, Steve, and good
morning. My name is John Bednarczyk. I’m a professional
engineer and I‘m the BRW Environmental Task Manager for the
Central Corridor Project.

The Central Corridor Scoping Process is part of a
prescribed planning process to assist decision-makers and
the public in the assessment of potential impacts
associated with the proposed Central Corridor alternatives.
The process is required by the Federal Transit
Administration and the National Environmental Policy Act.

The purpose of the Environmental Impact Statement

process is to identify the potential impacts associated
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with the proposed Central Corridor alternatives. 1In doing
so, we also determine the scope required for the
Environmental Impact Statement documentation. An overview
of the Environmental Impact Statement is shown on this
slide.

The EIS will refine the alternatives, document the
decision-making process and the assessment of potential
impacts; will identify appropriate mitigation measures for
the impacts; and it involves the public in the decision-
making process.

As Steve Morris mentioned, the next two slides show
the modes considered during the screening process to select
the best alternatives to serve the purpose and needs of the
Central Corridor.

The screening process began with the definition of the
universe of alternatives shown here. You can see that the
universe of alternatives considered all possible transit
options available from a wide range of technologies fron
conventional bus service to Personal Rapid Transit and
Magnetic'Levitation.

This universe of alternatives was carried into the
screening process and evaluated in terms of the goals of
the Central Corridor Project; namely, mobility and
accessibility, economic development, community and the

environment, and financial considerations.

N
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Three alternatives had the best performance when
evaluated by the goals of the Central Corridor Transit
Project, and they’re shown here: University Avenue Light
Rail Transit, University Avenue Busway/Bus Rapid Transit,
and I-94 Light Rail Transit.

Again, each of the build alternatives has been
described in your Scoping Booklets. Although the I-94
Light Rail Transit alternative has been included here, we
wish to note that it did not compare favorably with the
other alternatives, and we anticipate that it may be
eliminated during the scoping process.

Notice that along with the three build alternatives
which were selected during the screening process, we are
also studying a No-Build alternative and the Transportation
System Management alternative. This gives us a baseline
for comparison.

The No-Build alternative is defined as the existing
roadways and bus service along with transportation
improvements for which funding has been committed to
through the year 2020.

The Transportation System Management alternative
provides a framework for strategies that provide lower cost
improvements to the existing transportation network and
includes infrastructure improvements that will benefit

transportation operations and minor roadway improvements.
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The Locally Preferred Investment Strategy will be

identified based on the assessment and documentation of the
relevant social, economic, and environmental issues in the
Environmental Impact Statement.

The purpose of the Environmental Impact Statement
which follows the scoping process is indicated here. The
EIS will refine the proposed transportation improvements;
assess soclal, economic, and environmental impacts; analyze
transportation system impacts; prepare capital cost
estimates; and estimate and analyze operating and
maintenance costs, ridership, and revenue.

The following four slides provides a listing of the
areas that will be assessed to determine social, economic,
natural or environmental, and transportation impacts.

The social impact analysis includes these areas: Land
use, neighborhood cohesion, displacements and relocations,
community facilities and services, wvisual and aesthetic
considerations, cultural resources, public land/parkland,
environmental justice, safety and security, and
construction impact.

Note that the social impact analysis includes
potential impacts to historic resources including
archaeological and architectural resources. This process
is known as the Section 106 process and includes

identifying and evaluating historic properties; assessing
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the effects of the undertaking on the historic properties;
and consultation for methods to avoid, minimize, or
mitigate adverse effects.

Also included is the evaluation of the potential for
disproportionate impacts to low-income and minority
populations. This evaluation is termed "Environmental
Justice.”

The economic impact analysis includes these areas:
Fiscal impacts, capital and operating costs, effect on
employment, utilities, secondary development, improved
access to jobs, and funding options.

The environmental or natural impact analysis includes
these areas: Hydrologic and natural features, wetlands,
biological assessment, air guality, noise and vibration,
contaminated and hazardous materials, water gquality,
enerqgy, traffic, and construction impacts.

The transportation impact analysis includes these
areas: Roadways, transit, and travel time savings.

The Coordinating Committee seeks your help to refine
the alternatives, to identify local issues and concerns,
and to identify how you would like to get involved.

And, once again, the comment period ends July 20th,
2001. All written comments received by July 20th and the
verbal transcripts received at these meetings will be

included in the Scoping Summary Report.
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Your participation is important. The Coordinating
Committee wvalues your input now and throughout the process,
Please make sure that you have signed in at the
registration table in the back. You will receive project
newsletters and upcoming meeting announcements if you ask
that your name be included on the mailing list.

The environmental review time line is shown on these
next two slides..rFirst, if you will notice across the
bottom of both slides that public involvement has been
included throughout the environmental review process
including workshops, public meetings, web site,
newsletters, and public outreach activities.

The first graphic on the time line indicates that the
Notice of Intent has been published in the Federal
Register, and notice for these scoping meetings have been
published in local newspapers. These activities were
conmpleted May 2001.

The circled graphic indicates that we are now in the
scoping period. We are currently conducting public
meetings and receiving written comments through July 20,
2501. Those will be included in the public record for the
project. The scoping period will result in the selection
of the alternatives to be eyaluated in the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement.

Following the scoping period, we will begin
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preparation of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement,
addressing those alternatives selected during the scoping
period. This activity will occur from summer 2001 through
winter 2002.

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement will be
completed and distributed during the winter of 2002.
Copies will be provided to regulatory agencies and made
available to the public.

In the winter of 2002, the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement will be submitted for review and comments will be
received from the public. The preferred alternative for
the Central Corridor will be selected based on this review.

The preparation of the Final Environmental Impact
Statement with the preferred alternative will be completed
in the spring of 2002. It’s anticipated that the Federal
Transit Administration will sign the Record of Decision for
the Central Corridor Environmental Impact Statement during
the summer 2002.

That concludes my part of the formal presentation.
Barry Gore will now present the fourth agenda item,
Alignment and Station Area Review. Barry.

MR. GORE: Thanks, John. I’m Barry Gore.
I‘'m a planner with BRW. I'm working on the Central
Corridor Project, and I’m going to describe the alignment

alternatives and station locations that are currently under
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consideration.

As John mentioned, there are two general alignments;
one following University Avenue and the other utilizing
I-94.

I’/1} begin with the LRT alignment in downtown
Minneapolis. Central Corridor vehicles will meet up with
Hiawatha and run on the Hiawatha line that’s currently
being constructed on Fifth Street. The first joint station
will be Downtown East. The BRT option would operate on
Fourth Street.

There are two proposed options for proceeding east
from downtown Minneapolis. The first crosses the
Mississippi on the Washington Avenue bridge. It continues
through the East Bank on Washington either in a tunnel or
at-grade, and then onto University Avenue.

The second option goes north on Chicago, east on
Second Street, under the I-35W bridge, and across Bridge 9.
The Bridge 9 South option uses a pair of tracks on Fourth
Avenue and University Avenue. The Bridge 9 North option
stays in the railrocad corridor.

The Interstate-94 LRT option east of the University
campus is aligned north of Fourth Street Southeast in the
railroad corridor, then crosses University Avenue onto
Curfew Street, runs on the north bank of the I-94 Corridor,

and then enters, descends into the middle of the freeway
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before Snelling Avenue.

The alignment remains in the middle of the freeway
until Rice Street where ‘it turns north to the State
Capitol, and then south to downtown St. Paul where it would
follow Cedar to Fourth.

The proposed University Avenue alignment would place
double track in the middle of the existing right-of-way
from the University of Minnesota campus to Rice Street.

There are two LRT options under consideration for
serving the State Capitol and downtown St. Paul. The first
option passes in front of the Capitol -- the Capitol is
here (indicating). In front of the Capitol, and then down
Cedar to Fourth Street and the Union Depot.

The second option stays on University Avenue behind
the Capitol to Jackson Street. It enters downtown on
Jackson with a single-track pair on Sibley and Jackson,
then proceeds west on Fourth Street to Rice Park.

The BRT option is essentially the same as the LRT from
the campus to Rice Street. BRT vehicles proceed south on
Cedar, east on Kellogyg, and south across the Robert Street
bridge. Northbound buses would use Minnesota Street, back
to Cedar, and then east on University.

Now I711 describe some_of the proposed station -- I’1l1
describe the proposed station locations. Stations, of

course, are where riders interact with the proposed transit
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facility, and the locations of stations 'is, therefore, an

“important factor in evaluating alignment alternatives.

Specifically we’re considering how the proposed
transit facility will relate to the existing and planned
land uses and how proposed stations can be integrated into
community settings.

Station planning criteria include corridor scale
issues as well as site-specific analysis. This slide
summarizes this evaluation into three key criteria:
Corridor fit, station function, and development potential.

The first category of corridor fit looks at the broad-
scale land use patterns. By definition, the Central
Corridor 1links the three major activity centers of downtown
Minneapolis, the University of Minnesota Minneapolis
campus, and Downtown St. Paul.

This link is made through the Midway area which has a
mix of commercial, industrial, and residential uses and
smaller‘scale community nodes within it. An important
consideration is the urban environment along the various
alignments in the Corridor.

Station function criteria consider more local and
site-specific issues relating to station location and
design. The first and primary criterion is that of
ridership, with land use intensities, patterns, and types

commonly referred to as Transit-Oriented Development or TOD
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as an indicator of ridership potential.

Access is a key part of evaluating station locations
both in regard to surrounding land uses and circulation
issues such as intersections, crosswalks, bridges, and
bicycle facilities. The converse of access is barriers,
and.we will look at urban design and traffic issues that
may impair access to or egress from stations.

Station locations and designs must meet the standards
set by the Americans with Disabilities Act. The interface
with other modes of transport, especially bus service, is
another criterion used when considering station function.

Development Potential: 1In addition to evaluating
existing conditions, the process to select station
locations will also consider the potential for the proposed
transit facility to act as a catalyst for new development.
This evaluation will consider current land use patterns
around proposed station sites, the availability of
underutilized land, and a general consideration of the real
estate market.

This evaluation will focus on planned development
projects as recognized by city planning departments and
published reports.

The next four slides p:oﬁide an idea of station
prototypes currently under consideration. University

Avenue LRT or Bus Rapid Transit places the new transit
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facility in the center of the existing right-of-way, and
this is where the stations would also be located for the
majority of the Corridor.

Many of the stations in the University Avenue
alignment would be configured as split platforms with the
transit vehicles meeting platforms located on the far side
of intersections.

Another potential configuration is with a single-
center platform which we’re evaluating in the University
campus locations and downtown St. Paul in'proposed mid-
block locations.

The third prototype is a curbside platform with direct
loading from sidewalks with these proposed stations to be
used in areas where the transit facility is a single
guideway running next to curbs; for instance, on the
University Avenue and Fourth Street alignment.

The proposed Interstate-94 stations are located in the
middle of the freeway right-of-way with vertical access
from the existing cross streets.

Location-specific designs will be evaluated for each
of the alternatives to understand how stations can be
integrated into neighborhoods and special areas such as the
State Capitol.

The next two slides show the proposed station -- well,

the next slide, I believe, shows the proposed station
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locations under consideration.

Station locations being evaluated on the University
Avenue alignment -- that’s this alignment (indicating} --
include, from downtown Minﬂeapolis, Downtown East, West
Bank, East Bank, Stadium Village; or if we take the Bridge
9 option we have stations on the pairs, University and
Fourth, and proceeding east to 27th Avenue Southeast,
Westgate, Raymond Avenue, Fairview, Snelling, Lexingtén,
Dale Street, Western, Rice Street; and if we continue on
the option that goes behind the Capitol we would have a
station at 12th, at Lowertown, Union Depot, and Rice Park;
or the option in front of the Capitol, a station at the
Cépitol, Cedar Street, Fourth Street to Union Depot.

The Interstate-94 station locations are the same
except where it diverges to the freeway right-~of-way with a
station at Merriam Park, Snelling Avenue, Lexington, Dale,
and then back up to the other alignments.

That concludes my part of the formal presentation.
I711 turn the podium back over to Steve. Okay.

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: I have a gquestion for
you. Can I ask you one gquestion?

MR. MORRIS: Yeah. Go ahead,

UNIDENTIFIED_SPEAKER: You mentioned that
one of the options included crossing the Mississippi River

in southeast Minneapolis, Bridge 9. What is Bridge 9?2
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MR. GORE: VYes, sir. Bridge 9 -- well, we

can see it here (indicating} as well. Here’s the
Washington Avenue bridge.

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: 1Is that an existing
bridge or —-

MR. GORE: Bridge 9 is a -- it’s an old
railroad bridge that was recently converted to a pedestrian
and bicycle facility.

MR. MORRIS: - Thanks, Barry. This concludes
the formal presentation, and now we’d like to ask you for
your comments. Those of you that have signed in and asked
to comment, Ifve got the list here and we’ll call your
names in the order in which you signed in.

Your comments will become part of the official
transcript; and, again, as we said earlier, if later on
you’d like to make comments, please send them to me. Thank
you for attending the meeting.

The first person to sign up asking to comment is Jack
Rossbach, and my apologies for names that I mispronounce.

MR. ROSSBACH: Do we go to this microphone?

MR. MORRIS: This microphone is fine.

MR. ROSSBACH: Good morning. I‘m kind of
surprised about this meeting, but I was just thinking about
the number of people who couldn’t get here to be included

because of the difficulty in the way they just scrambled
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the St. Paul bus routes. How would anybody get to these

meetings if they had some handicap that was significant?

I am definitely opposed to building any LRT or Busway
down University Avenue. I would select a No-Build
alternative at this time.

We’re just beginning to evolve into a new type -- new
types of transportation systems, and it would be absolutely
foolish to waste a huge amount of money that is required on
light rail which often costs, if you include all of the
hidden taxes, a hundred miles -- or a hundred million
dollars per mile.

I was interested in seeing up here that the stations
would be -- one station in this neighborhood would be
located at Lexington Avenue and the other station would be
located at Snelling, and how would somebody that had any
type of walking disability get to this meeting from that
light rail station? It would be impossible.

I want to comment on a few of the things that are not
clearly understood about light rail, and first is safety.
Light rail is not safe. It is very dangerous to those
people who are outside of it, particularly pedestrians.

In Portland, Oregon, in the past year six people have
died due to light rail. I believe that they are all
pedestrians. The accident rate per million passenger miles

that is usually used as a statistic in doing the accident
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rates for light rail are double what they are for
automobiles and buses, and for -- if you take freeways and
compare it, théy’re three times it. So it’s an extremely
unsafe system.

They talk about reduction in pollution. If you look
at how much carbon dioxide is generated per dollar of
economy, it‘s just about a pound per dollar, and if you

loock at the up-front money that’s spent on light rail

systems -- you know, Minneapolis when it’s done, you know,
the numbers -- we don’t know what they’re going to be yet.
They’re going to be very significant, but it might -- it

might be a billion dollars. So that equates to a billion
pounds of carbon dioxide spit up in front.

And why would we invest in a system that is not going
to really give anything back? It is not going to return
that up-front investment back to us at all.

Light rail costs so much that it absolutely decinmates
the bus systems. Currently we can’t even afford to pay for
our bus system in the Twin Cities, and how are we going to
pay for a light rail? The hope is that the federal
government and the state government and some of the other
funding authorities will give huge amounts of money.

So there are other significant problems with it. It’s
always sold as we will build developments around light

rail. Well, in Portland in ten years this hasn’t happened.
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These developments do not -- do not build up around these
stations. This is not like the major train station that
was proposed for the Midway area way back when and then
ended up in downtown Minneapolis and did spur development.
Light rail does not have that same impact that other things
do.

The construction. This construction process is
incredibly grueling. They’re talking about 2004 in
Minneapolis on the Fifth Street location. If anybody read
the paper in St. Paul recently, you know, they’re asking
NSP and the communications companies to move huge amounts
of material, and that’s in the courts, and nobody knows
when that’s going to be solved.

I walked part of the Corridor that they’re building
and, you know, it 1is very unsightly, and the construction
is going to be two to three years. Huge amounts of
problemns.

So I think for right now, until we find a reasonable
transit alternative that people will actually 1like, that
the community actually needs that we should not build
anything.

I had one other thought that I wanted to get out, and
then I thank you for your time. This process, I always
wonder why it’s built in the way it is, that the public is

invited in after all these decisions by the political
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bodies have been made, and we‘re invited in later rather
than a survey isn’t done that said, you know, what do you
need? What would work for you? And have thesé discussions
around the city over and over and over again.

So I find the process extremely flawed for, you know,
individuals because we don’t get to participate until it’s
already chosen for us, and I think that’s a very bad
decision. Thank you so nmuch.

MR. MORRIS: Thanks for your comments. The
éecond person that signed up is Dave Gagne. Did I get that
close?

MR. GAGNE: That’s close enough.

MR. MORRIS: Okay.

MR. GAGNE: Good morning. My name is Dave
Gagne, and I work with the Hamline Midway Coalition here in
the Midway area. I had three points that I wanted to make
guickly.

One is that in the overview of the assessment and
impact on this project, there was very little mention made
of the small and medium-size businesses, and I’m very, very
concerned.

Oout on University Avenue there’s a lot of concern
within the small businesses about the construction impact,
about many othef questions they have about it. At this

point they don’t trust you or us to have that information

JOHNSON & DZIUK COURT REPORTERS




10

11

iz

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

27

for them.

I think a small business task force needs to be set up
by you or by an organization with the capacity to organize
up and down the avenue like University United to bring
those businesses in early, not to wait till 2002 when we
finally have the first draft of the EIS statement.

Those businesses today are highly distrustful of the
planning around this process in terms of the construction
impact, the impact on their parking, and the other impacts
on the customers who are trying to get to the businesses.

I did notice that as you talked about assessment and
impact, both in the social impact and even more
surprisingly in the economic assessment, you didn’t mention
small and medium-size businesses.

I suspect the businesses that you have participating
are the businesses that can afford to let CEOs or middle
management get away to meetings. That does not include the
small and medium—-size businesses.

I think a special task force should be set up
immediately -- we shouldn’t wait until the EIS statement is
done -- to bring those small businesses on board. They’re
the ones who are going to be feeling the impact most
severely as the construction begins if they choose a
University Avenue alignment.

Secondly, in terms of the alignment and station
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location, I just noticed that there was no mention of
parking, and there was no mention of interlinking bus stops
in that area.

In the winter in Minnesota riders going either from
buses to LRT or from LRT to buses are going to be waiting
periods of time, and I think both of those things, both
parking availability and -- which, by the way, I know it
raises many issues about land availability, but it has to
be dealt with; it can’t be ignored -- and also the bus stop
existing.

Finally, I don’t know if any of you ride your bikes
down University Avenue. I do periocdically. 1It’s kind of a
death trap right now, and I fear that the presence of LRT
is going to worsen that. I didn’t see any mention of that.
I did see mention of some other bus alternatives, but no
mention of bikeways and potential impact on biking on
University Avenue.

Whether we want to admit it or not, more and more
people are going to be using their bicycles and choosing to
ride down the avenue, and LRT may worsen that rather than
making it safer. Thank you.

MR. MORRIS: Thank you very much. Next
individual is Mat Hollinshead.
MR. HOLLINSHEAD: Good morning. Thank you,

everyone, for coming. I am working on establishing a
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Midway Transportation Management Organization. There’s
some 200 to 250 of these throughout the world. We already
have one in downtown St. Paul, cone in downtown Minneapolis,
and three others in the metro area.

What I want to say is that at least the first year
funding and second and third year to some extent will be
provided by congestion mitigation, air quality funds,
federal funds plus matching funds from foundations and
elsewhere.

One of the missions of this organization will be to
address, to track, and to participate in the dissemination
and mediation of the issues surrounding this planning
process. |

Other major missions of the Midway TMO will be to
address questions of congestion and pollution in general
regardless of what this planning process recommends.

A phone number for contact is through University
United at present which is 651-647-6711. We welcome
anybody calling, inquiring, participating. We are eager to
assist in this process and all the related issues. So
thanks again for coming.

MR. MORRIS: Thanks. The next person that
signed up is Lisa Lee.
MS. LEE: Thank you, Mr. Morris, and members

of this planning process for allowing us this chance for
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publiic input. I was originally in favor of light rail. I
lived 12 years a block and a half from the Chicago Congress
Subway.

However, in 1988 I got a flyer in my railing about a
public meeting which sort of changed my life, and in this
12-year process I’ve learned a lot of things about Light
Rail Transit that for obvious reasons are not highlighted.

I don’t know how many people in this room know the
things that had to be done to make light rail even go down
Hiawatha. For example, dozens —-- actually I think it was
hundreds of homes were teorn down in the space that was
needed for light rail. They were torn down for the
freeway. Light rail was put there, but if it hadn’t been
torn down for the freeway they would have had it been torn
down by light rail.

The Star Tribune -- yeah, along Hiawatha, Paula
Maccabee. If they hadn’t been torn down for the freewvay,
that space would have been cleared for light rail.

A-parking lot with -- a 249-space parking lot was
moved in downtown St. Paul, a couple of buildings were torn
down in Fort Snelling, the Korean vegetable garden at
Cedar-Riverside had to be relocated for light rail.

If light rail were built on I-94 it would take up the
right-of-way of the equivalent of four freeway lanes. This

means widening the freeway by four lanes, and it would also
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mean moving the entrance and exit ramps. So there would be
demolition.

In the earlier go-round of light rail in 1990 and 1993
in the Environmental Impact Statements, among the buildings
that would be taken was a church designed by a black
architect at I-94 and Dale, and the -- so there would be
property takes if it were built on I-94.

If it were built on University Avenue it would take up
the space of two lanes. If you can imagine taking out two
traffic lanes on University Avenue. I took the bus here to
get to this meeting. The street was already congested. So
yvyou’‘d be taking out half of the traffic capacity.

Now, if you didn’t take out half of the traffic
capacity you’d have to take out two parking lanes. Then
you have the pressure to demolish homes and businesses to
create off-street parking.

The Bus Rapid Transit does not look to me too great
either because we’d have fewer stops than the present bus
and it would also create many of the present -- the same
traffic congestion problems and even potentially the same
property take as Light Rail Transit.

There is a mistaken notion that light rail is a
technolegy that is better than the bus. The bus has one
huge technological advantage over light rail. It has many

technological, but the biggest technological advantage is
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the ability of one bus to pass another.

The ability of the bus to maneuver, an ability that
1igﬁt rail hasn’t, means that the people that were killed
in Portland by light rail, if a bus had been coming, a lot
of those people wouldn’t have been killed because a bus
could have swerved to avoid them. I read about a person
killed in Portland. fThe light rail was going less than 25
miles an hour, but it couldn’t swerve to avoid a passenger.

Because buses cannot swerve to get around cars -- 1T
mean because light rail cannot swerve to get around cars,
that’s why you need to have two lanes for light rail in the
middle of University Avenue, because if light rail didn’t
have those two lanes and the cars were crossing its tracks,
it would slow down to a crawl and be much, nuch slower than
the bus.

The ability of the bus to pass enables you to have
options. With light rail there’s no options. At Hiawatha
you’re locked into the same 17 spots -- slots 24 hours a
day. They aren’t going to have any variations. If you had
used that right-of-way for bus you could have had sone
buses stopping every block, some buses not stopping at all
until they got to Mall of America, and many other
combinations funneling out into the neighborhoods.

Light rail doesn’t have that maneuverability. You

have to transfer every time you want to do something. You
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have to demolish a building or a parking lot just to turn a
corner. Light rail can’t turn a corner. That’s why the
Star Tribune employee parking lot was demolished, so light
rail could cross -- diagonally cross the street. 1It’s too
large and too clumsy.

So the bus can actually offer higher speeds than light
rail. I took the bus yesterday from downtown Minneapolis
to Mounds -- downtown St. Paul to Mounds View, and it took
about 20 minutes; much faster than light rail would have
done for the same trip.

The bus also has more capacity than light rail. Mr.
Rossbach mentioned the utility relocation for light rail.
For the price of that utility relocation you could buy
dozens of buses, more capacity than a Hiawatha light rail
which will have 26 vehicles. In other words, for the
relocation cost alone we’re talking about $30 million. The
whole light rail project, the official cost is $675
million, but the cost is higher than that because of
relocation. Right now we’re talking about approximately
$700 million. There would be maybe, you know, more cost
overruns.

The bus has higher speed than light rail. The buses
running on I-94 now are running much faster than light rail
on I-94 would run. The plaﬁners know this. I have seen

figures that the average speed of light rail on I-94 --
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this was back in 1990 so it would be about 18 miles per
hour.

The bus has a higher capacity than light rail. The
bus doesn’t have the disruption of light rail. The bus
offers more options than light rail. The bus has lower
capital costs than light rail because even when the capital
costs of light rail are amortized over the lifetime, the
bus still has a lower cost. The planners know all of this.

Would I lie about this? I’ve never owned a car in my
life. I’ve been taking a bus here since 1975.

And the bus has a lower operating cost than light
rail. The operating cost of Hiawatha alone would be enough
to trigger two or three fare increases, and we are having a
bus fare increase here July 1ist.

So it seems to me that the planning on Riverview and
the University Corridor should actually be put on holad
until you see what the capital and operating cost impact of
Hiawatha is.

When we hear economic development we’re all supposed
to, you know, roll over and beg. The economic development
is occurring on University Avenue anyway without 1light
rail.

The light rail nodés that are planned for Lexington
and Dale, I’ve been to meetings on those and they involve

tax increment financing. Tax increment financing is no
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property tax increase for new development. The money that
would have gone into the increase goes back paying for the
development. In the meantime, with inflation, the property
tax of other people has to go up to accommodate the tax
increase that didn’t occur to this.

So we are paying for these developments with our
taxes. These are not inspired by light rail. These are
inspired by homeowners’ property taxes.

Furthermore, I found out to my shock that Minnesota is
now the largest transit bus manufacturing state in the
nation. I knew that a bus plant had opened in St. Cloud.
With the opening of that 300,000-square-foot plant,
Minnesota now is the largest bus manufacturing state in the
nation.

The buses made in Crookston and St. Cloud are New
Flyer buses which is a Canadian company. All the St. Cloud
buses are going to New York City. These buses range from
30 feet to 60 feet in léngth. They include ones powered by
natural gas. They include electric trolley buses which are
powered by overhead electric lines like light rail.

A lot of people don’t even know that light rail has
its own set of power 1ines wherever it goes. These power
lines have been a source of some controversy among some
people who consider them to be unsightly.

MR. MORRIS: Excuse me, Lisa. Could we --
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we’ve got a couple more people. If they could speak and
then you could finish up, that might be --

MS. LEE: Okay. Yes, I would like to speak
after the people speak. The reason I have a lot td say 1is
because I do ride the bus, and I have been following this
for 12 years.

Mr. Rossbach had mentioned that there was no stop at
Hamline. I got off at Hamline and University and walked
here. The bus was detoured Saturday for the classic cars.
It took me 25 minutes to walk from I-94 and Hamline, from
the Pearson Theatre which is really close to here, to
Lexington and University. We’re talking about a 25-minute
walk for an able-bodied person. Someone on crutches or in
a wheelchair, nonmotorized wheelchair, it would take
longer..

I’11 finish up here, Mr. Morris,.but I would probably
like to speak after the other people. So when we have the
largest bus manufacturing -- we are the largest bus
manufacturer in the nation. We do not buy any Minnesota
buses, and the bus has so many costs and technology
advantages over light rail, I think it would behoove us to
invest in the bus technology and spur Minnesota
manufacturing and provide living-wage jobs for people that
could work as drivers either permanently or saving money to

go to school and better their lives rather than this
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enormous construction disruption that will put some small
businesses out of business because of the lack of access
during the construction process.

So, again, thank you for letting me speak, and if
there is time afterwards I probably would like to say some
nore.

MR. MORRIS: Thank you. The next person
that signed up is Paula Maccabee.

(Mr. Bednarczyk adjusts microphone.)

MS. MACCABEE: 1It’s okay. I can stand on my
toes. My name is Paula Maccabee, and I’m an independent
consultant. I represented a number of businesses who had
remediated pollution on University Avenue and done
developments including St. Anthony Bank in the Midway
Shopping Center and the owners at Raymond and University.

I also work with the Sierra Club on reducing air pollution
in Minnesota.

I‘’m not speaking for any of my specific clients, but
using what I’ve learned working with them to explain my
point of view.

First, people think that the reason we don’t have LRT
is due to some great planning decision that buses would be
better. That is a lie. My husband wrote the landmark book
on gangsters in St. Paul, and the reason we don’t have LRT,

which used to be called streetcars, anymore is because the
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gangsters took it apart. They did it for their own profit.
They did not do it for policy reasons or because buses are
better.

So what we’re doing in some sense is —-- Minneapolis
and St. Paul used to have a great LRT system. It was
called the streetcar. It went up and down University. It
went up and down Grand. It went up and down Summit. And

because of crooks in our area, we did not keep that system.

So our current multi -- our current system is not
multimodal. It’s not based on streetcars and buses and
bikes. One piece of that is missing, and it’s missing

because of the gangsters and not because somebody made an
intelligent policy decision.

I looked at the scoping document, and from my
perspective I think the EIS has to be more systemic. We
can‘t just look at what are we going to do with one route
of LRT because if transportation is going to work in
Minnesota, we can’t say LRT is doing to replace buses or
that we’re going to do nothing about buses.

It is a travesty that they are increasing the fares
for buses this year. It is a travesty that they are
reducing routes, and the only way that any kind of LRT,
whether it’s up and down University or anywhere else, is
going to be the least bit successful is if the investments

in buses increase rather than go down, and that means
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keeping the local service on 16 so that people can get

off -- you know, take the LRT in from Minneapolis and then
get off, get on the bus and go a couple blocks if they want
to.

Put bicycle racks on more of the buses than they have
now and on LRT sc¢ that people —-- both of my daughters are
primarily bus transit users, but you need to be able to
bike youf six or nine blocks so it doesn’t take a half an
hour, and then put thé bike on the bus and put the bike on
LRT.

If we continue to have fare increases we are pushing
people off the bus. We are reducing people’s ability to
ride on public transit. And so unless we make this part of
any plan, I think the plan is going to be unsuccessful.

The other thing that I think we need to talk about is
if we’re going to have buses, our buses in Minnesota are
not clean enough. Metro Transit has made some improvements
in buses. There are fewer dirty diesel buses on the road
now, but we do not have hybrid buses; we do not use
biodiesel fuels; and we do not use compressed natural gas.

So to the extent that we’re going to continue -- even
if we had LRT we’re going to continue to have buses running
nbrth and south, local routes. We need to make part of
this environmental assessment how do we get cleaner buses

because if anyone’s ever sat on a bus and had the diesel
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fumes come in those windows or sat behind the bus and had
the black smoke in their face, it is the biggest
disincentive for the use of public transit that there is.

So part of this plan should look at how do we make our
buses as little of an air impact as possible, and Metro
Transit -- maybe there needs to be more money from the
Legislature; we’re moving too slowly.

From the perspective of my clients on University, some
of the altérnatives for buses may work. LRT on University
Avenue may work. LRT on 94 is a disaster.

I’ve talked to my clients. They say what that would
do is undo the degree of investment that’s been made in
everything from offices, renovations, retail, and now
housing.

University Avenue has been a corridor that draws
people where employees can get on the bus and where
customers can see the businesses and see the housing.
Pulling those customers off University Avenue with LRT
would be a negative impact and a negative impact on
investment and redevelopment. We’re not going to get
redevelopment down the middle of 924.

So whether we look at improving bus service or faster
bus service on University or LRT, from the perspective of
people who spent millions of dollars investing, LRT on 94

is a bad idea.
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The other thing is that I didn’t notice in your

scoping that you were going to talk about the differential
impact of various construction schedules. When I was on
the council, Elin Skinner worked very closely with the
Department of Transportation when they were redoing Highway
280, and construction schedule was really the most
important thing in determining how much business was going
to suffer.

So in addition to looking at do we do Busways, do we
do LRT, construction schedule is critical for the survival
of small, medium, and actually the larger businesses
because the larger businesses like Midway Shopping Center,
our tenants are not necessarily big businesses. Not
everybody can hold on, dig in, and wait for a year and a
half while the construction mess gets sorted out. So in
any EIS scoping we need to talk about construction
schedules; otherwise it’s not responsible to businesses.

And, finally, I just want to say that it would be much
more helpful in the EIS and alsc in these meetings if we
stop talking about it as LRT versus bus versus bike. We’re
only going to reduce congestion and reduce pollution if we
start talking about what is the multimodal system going to
look like? How do we integ;ate the buses that are there
with the bicycles that people need to use? How do.we make

whatever system, whether it’s LRT or buses, pedestrian-
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friendly so people can cross over safely?

And so what I’m hoping in making these comments is
that what comes out of this EIS, whether it looks like we
ought to be strengthening buses or adding LRT into the mix,
is that it’s a multimodal transit system. 1If not, we’re
going to put a whole lot of money in LRT and disinvest in
the bus system and the bike system that we have today.
Thank you.

MR. MORRIS: Thank you. Next speaker who
signed up is Eddie Maddox.
MR. MADDOX: Thank you very much. Eddie

Maddox. I, too, got off of the 16 at Hamline Avenue and

‘'walked up here.

Some very, very interesting comments to follow on, so
I don’t know if what I’11 say will be remembered past
today, but some very -- some very disturbing things have
caught my attention, and some of the comments that have
been made have raised some of those disturbing issues.

I notice, to begin with, that this whole process
started back in February of 2000 at a private meeting --

open to the public, of course, but still not an official

public involvement process type meeting like today is.

"The Ramsey County Regional Rail Authority initiated
the Central Corridor Transit Study to identify the mass

transit options for the Central Corridor," et cetera, but
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yet I noticed on your time line it wasn’t until May of this
yvyear that they bothered publiéhing a Notice of Intent.

In the meantime, during that whole greater than a year
time frame from their February 2000 meeting at which they
initiated the transit study and publishing the Notice of
Intent in May of this year, they followed a multiphase
screening process, determining what options would address
the purpose and need.

Okay. So we had a public involvement process to
determine, first, what is the purpose of transit, and,
second, what is the need for those purposes.

And then following the determination with public
involvement of what the purpose and the need of transit is
in the Central Corridor, then we had a public involvement
process to determine the potential options to meet the need
for those purposes.

Two of the purposes that I’ve heard -- and 1’'ve been
lobbying, more so in the past than recently, for over a
decade on logistics management issues, especially where
transit is concerned, and I hear two basic purposes for
transit offered up by the local authorities.

And the first purpose they mention is for economic
development like you would have with a stadium or a
shopping center or a theme ﬁark. Okay. To provide some

fun. It provides some token amount of services, but the
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basic thing is to draw money for the proprietors, not to
make an economic impact of a revenue-denerating nature
necessarily for the local government services such as
maintaining the streets and roads.

The second purpose offered up by the local authorities
besides econ development is logistics management. Wait. I
take that back. I’'m sorry. I misspoke. They never
offered up logistics management. ©Oh, they may have to move
a few people around, but not in a serious way that mneets
the sort of dynamic travel needs that we have.

They did do a study back in 1990 I believe it was
showing the traffic patterns that we typically follow in
the Twin Cities area when we get to work each morning, and
it goes every which way, all over, and it’s work -- I mean
the worst part of it is down in the southwestern corner
like Hopkins and Edina and those kind of places.

So the purpose and need. Is the purpose for just
promoting more business, more development, or is the
purpose to manage the logistics of us getting around to do
our errands and for the goods that we have to purchase and
use, to get to stores and the like.

And until we have a public input process including
input from learned people such as J. Edward Anderson at the
University of Minnesota, then it’s kind of pointiess to be

discussing technical alternatives for a purpose and a need
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that we have yet to be involved with as a public in
determining.

And J. Edward Anderson has spent his lifetime with his
technical skills that he learned from the University of
Minnesota that we as taxpayers support to determining what
are the purposes and needs of a transit system, and it’s
logistics management; people and freight getting around and
the goods that we have to purchase, getting them around as
well.

And then what is the best theocretical understanding
offered by the laws of physics and mathematics and
technology that would address the logistics management
purposes of a transit system, and that -- not the
mathematical model that he developed that models the cost
and performance behaviors of transit systems generically
has been worked over by many of his colleagues the world
over in the last two or three decades, and it‘’s very well
defined -- refined now, and it shows that if you want the
most cost-effective logistics management technology then
you need a configuration that is completely different than
these options that have been preselected by these
authorities that have sponsored the meeting today.

And that optimum mathematical and theoretical model is
called Personal Rapid Transit, and it has been developed

into a ready-to-implement technology, and the University of
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Minnesota has a mechanism for taking theoretical concepts
that comes out of this institution, which is what the
Personal Rapid Transit concept has done -- it came out of
its institutional mechanisms and J. Edward Anderson just
happened to play a key role in that.

They have a way of taking those ideas and making
patents on them, and Personal Rapid Transit has about five
patents on it, and developing a company to take those ideas
and patents to market, and that company right now is called
Taxi 2000, and it’s headquartered right here in the Twin
Cities area. J. Edward Anderson is still teaching at the
University of Minnesota.

And that is the technology and the company that can
implement it that will address the needs of security and
construction schedule.

MR. MORRIS: Could we -—-

MR. MADDOX: That’s all I have to say.

MR. MORRIS: oOh. Okay. All right. I was
going to say we’re nearing the end of the time. I wondered
if it would --

MR. MADDOX: Thank you very much for your
patience.

MR. MORRIS: Thank you. Anybody else that
hasn’t spoken want to speak? Yes, ma’am. Could you

identify yourself?
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MS. MARTIN: My name is Margaret Martin.

I live at 1366 Selby, in the Midway area, and I’d like
first to say that if we’re going to make changes in our
transportation system that are expensive, then we ﬁeed to
be sure that they’re going to be appreciably better than
what we now have.

And I feel that what we have at the present is pretty
good. For example, if one is going between the Cities or
between Snelling and one of the cities, the I-94 express
buses are very satisfactory. They take you directly
downtown in a short time; no parking worries.

Then in terms of local transportation, the 16 bus on
University Avenue also does a pretty good job. It could be
improved by having a dedicated traffic lane, but other than
that it has frequent service and takes people where they
want to go and stops every block or so.

Also on University Avenue there is an express bus, the
Number 50 bus, which makes better time and fewer stops.

So I feel very strongly that we have tcoc be sure that
any changes we make, particularly changes at high cost, are
actually tremendous improvements.

I’'’d like to see more traffic management options
studied because I think they’re an opportunity to reduce
congestion, and things like the bus system at the

University which goes throughout the city and picks up
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students and takes them directly to the University or the

van system that 3M has and they pick up people, their
employees, from throughout the city in vans which are
driven by an employee and take people directly to their
facility, and, again, it saves transportation and also
parking. So I’d like to see those things also considered.
Thank you.

MR. MORRIS: Thank you very much. oOkay.
With that -- yeah, we have Lisa Lee we said we would let
make some more comments. If possible I’d like to limit it
to, say, five minutes or so.

MS. LEE: Hello. Thank you for letting me
have the chance to speakkagain. Ms. Maccabee made a
comment that we shouldn’t sacrifice the bus for LRT, but
the problem is the cost of LRT, capital and operating, is
so extreme and the political visibility is so high, that is
exactly what tends to happen in all the cities that it was,
you know, built.-

I talked to a guy from Sacramento who used to take an
express bus, but after LRT was put in he had to go
multimodal which is meaning instead of being able to take
one vehicle you have to take two. It was less convenient
and took him longer, but there was no choice because the
express bus was eliminated.

It would be like 1f you had a household of pets and
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you brought home a new pet gorilla and you said to the dog
and cat and canary "Oh, we’re going to have more food for
you because we’re increasing our food budget. You know,
we’re getting more money for food now, for pet food,
because we brought this gorilla in."

The trouble is the gorilla eats so much pounds of food
a day -—-— I was at the Brookfield Zoo in the Chicago area,
and gorillas eat a lot a day -—- that the dog, cat, and
canary still get less to eat, and that’s what happens to
the bus system.

People talk of multimodal, but if you think about it
people that drive, they don’t want to take a shuttle to the
parking lot and then drive home or have to walk a long
distance, so on. They just want to be able to drive. And
in this weather -- every time you have to transfer in the
winter it’s another exposure to, you know, possibly minus
70 windchill, possibly standing oftentimes at these bus
stops without any protection from the elements, and if you
were carrying groceries or buying a TV, as I’ve seen people
do and carry it on the bus, you have to haul that around.

The other comment I would like to address is the
gangsters getting rid of the streetcars. If you try to put
the streetcars back in right now, they would be stuck in
traffic because the streetcars were running down the middle

of the street and at that time cars were allowed to cross
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the tracks.

So it would be very difficult to put the streetcars
back in, especially since, as mentioned with LRT, people
are going to have to go to the middle of the street to get
their ride, and when the streetcars were in their heyday
there weren’t as many cars as now. So there wasn’t the
degree of hazard there would be to crossing to the middle
of the street and getting on.

And the woman from Selby Avenue, I appreciate her
clear and courteous manner. I think I’ve been in this
light rail thing so long that I’m oftentimes sort of very
angry and maybe also long-winded.

She said that if you’re going to spend a lot of money
that, you know, you should see a clear improvement, and
from everything I’ve been able to learn about 1light rail,
you would actually spend more money and ultimately have
worse service because of the cuts that would be made to the
bus routes.

Ms. Maccabee mentioned that the 16-A should be
maintained if light rail ran down University, but that
would be almost impossible to do because the 16-A has to
pull over and if light rail was taking two lanes, how would
it be able to pull over to let people off? It would be --
if it let people off in the lane that it was already

driving in, then it would be blocking traffic. So it
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would -- you know, it would be very difficult to maintain.

Again, light rail -~ if you just think of this meeting
alone, light rail or busway will have no stop at Hamline
and University. I wrote down how long -- 'it’s back in my
purse there -- how long it took me to walk from University
Avenue. Part of the time walking was having to cross at
the streetlight. It was probably around seven minutes or
so. But to walk from Lexington and University Avenue to
here would be close to 25 minutes.

So we’re not talking about better service. If you had
this -- I missed the presentation on Transportation System
Management, but if that means improved bus, you could have
the 16—-A running down University Avenue. You could put
buses in with soundproofing the walls which =-- I read .some
of the specifications for light rail. They will have
soundproofing of walls which indicates to me light rail may
not be all that guiet if they need soundproofing of the
walls.

You could have more of these Route 50 buses which have
limited stops which mimic the light rail stops except the
Route 50 does have a stop at Hamline and University, and
you could be running the I-94 bus between the two
downtowns, you could be running it every few minutes from
5 a.m. to 2 a.m. Right now that bus is less frequent than

it was a few years ago.
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MR. MORRIS: Excuse me, Lisa. We have one
more person who wanted things to say.

MS. LEE: - Okay. Sure. I’11 finish up. The
bus service of the 16-A and 94 is less frequent than it was
a few years ago, and with all the money we’re spending on
light rail, we can make that service more frequent. We
could have really deluxe buses. We could be buying buses

from Minnesota. We could increase the service throughout

the area.

You know, I had said light rail costs about 700
million. That’s almost twice the cost of the entire bus
system. We’re talking about buses that not only go between
Minneapolis and the Mall of America and the airport, but
we’re talking about the whole bus system; buses going to
New Brighton, White Bear Lake, Inver Grove Heights, all
throughout st. Paul and Minneapolis.

So the cost of l1ight rail is just staggering, and the
benefits are very guestionable. I will end here. I did
not even have a chance to say about what they would have to
do to the Capitol area to make it run in front of and

behind the Capitol which are sloping areas because light

rail needs flat land to run. So because of time, you Kknow, {f
I can’t even go into that, but massive -- a massive
disruption to that geographic -- you know, geography of

that area.
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MR. MORRIS: Okay.

MS. LEE: So thank you very much.

MR. MORRIS: And the last person is Mat
Hollinshead. While he’s coming down, again, we’ll also
take written comments, and we will put those of you who are
in attendance on the mailing list for future newsletters
and try to keep you up to date as the study progresses.

MR. HOLLINSHEAD: I think we need a couple
of polints on perspective here. The funding system we have
in this country, for good or ill, is a dedicated funding
system overwhelmingly devoted to the building of roads. 1In
over half our states gas taxes cannot go for anything else.

When you talk about a budget of 500 million or 600
million for a light rail line, most of that comes from gas
taxes and most of it will go to another 1light rail line
someplace else or to a reocad if not to this. It will not go
into social services. It will not go to education. That
is just a political fact of life.

We have worked for years to change that dedication
without success. The lobbyists down at the Legislature are
simply too strong.

So I think in terms of perspective, we all need to
understand that when people_talk about the sticker shock of
light rail or any other transit investment, those moneys

are not going to an alternative government service. Those
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moneys are going to transportation, whether it’s a road or
transit. It may be either, but it’s not going to be
something else.

I would also like to say that there was a comment
about development. There are statistics that show clearly
without doubt that in many cities where major transit
investments have had time to prove themselves there have
been billions of dollars of development near those transit
lines including light rail. So I think wé should also make
sure that we have accurate data on that level.

Another point I would like to make, and I just -~ this
is on the process. I hope as we go on with these and other
meetings in the future that we will have some kind of time

limits on individual speakers because, as I’ve observed

over the years, there are some speakers who are able to

take up a half an hour of time. There are others who are
able to be very concise. I think it’s only fair to all the
speakers that we have a uniform time limit and that that
time limit be enforced and disciplined so --

MR. MORRIS: We had planned to do that, Mat,
and it was my error to not say it on the --

MR. HOLLINSHEAD: Well, I hope to see it in
the future because I would be disappointed to see the time
used by a small number of speakers who have

characteristically used a large amount of time in the past.
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for coming.

MR. MORRIS: Thank you all. Thank you all

(The meeting concluded at 9:30 a.m.)

* * *
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[Slides shown during the presentation.}
MR. MORRIS: I think we’ll go ahead and get
started. Thank you for coming this afternoon. I’m Steve
Morris, project manager for the Central Corridor Traﬁsit
Study. I would like to welcome you here for this meeting
for the agencies regarding the Central Corridor Project.

We’re having this meeting this afterncon. We had a
public meeting this morning covering the same material.
Then we have two more public meetings, one this evening and
one tomorrow night.

First, to go over the agenda gquickly, I’1ll be talking
about how we got here, kind of the history of the Central
Corridor Project; the purpose of today’s meeting; and the
need for public involvement on the project.

Then John Bednarczyk with URS-BRW will do the
Environmental Review; and Barry Gore will then conclude the
formal presentation with a description of the build
alternatives that are under consideration, the Station Area
Review portion which will talk about the design guidelines
of the proposed station locations; and then we’ll be happy
to open it for any comments from the agencies on issues
that you want us to consider.

You’ll notice that we’ve got some displays set up out
front, and after the formal part of the meeting, if you

have any questions or comments, please feel free to let us




10
11
12
13
14
i5
16
17
18
19

20

21

22

23

24

25

know. Also, we’ve got additional copies of the Scoping
Booklet and comment sheets.

First, to bring you up to date on the project. Then
we have the history of the Central Corridor. Second, we
want to hear any of your concerns; and then, third, we want
to tell you how you can make sure that you stay involved as
the project develops.

The comment period for this scoping will close on July
20tﬁ, and we will have the court reporter prepare the
comments for anything that comes up today.

Let me move on to the Central Corridor Coordinating
Committee. That’s the group that is providing policy
direction for the study. It has broad representation of
all of the agencies along the Corridor. It is chaireéed by
one of the Mn/DOT representatives. It has representation
from the cities, the counties along the route; Metropoclitan
Council; University of Minnesota; and then commuter rail
representation for both the Red Rock Corridor and
Northstar,.

For the next part of the presentation I’11 describe
how we got to where we are today. Many of you have
probably seen efforts of this Corridor in the past.

Citizens and policymakers throughout the Twin Cities
have long recognized the need for improvements of the

transit service and other investments in the Central
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Corridor. 1It’s the heart of the Twin Cities-Metropolitan
area.

This slide lists some of the previous studies that
have been done on the Central Corridor from 1984 through
2000. Two of the previous studies specifically identified
Light Rail Transit as the preferred transportation
alternative in the Corridor. The Midway Corridor Light
Rail Transit Draft Environmental'Impact Statement was
prepared in 1990, and the Central Corridor Alternatives
Analysis and Draft Environmental Impact Statement was
prepared in 1993,

Given the importance of the Corridor and the number of
transit modes and alignment options, participating agencies
initiated this study to determine the current preferred
transit options for the Corridor.

The environment has changed in many ways, and we’re
not assuming that the o0ld studies still represent the best
solutions, but they do provide a good starting point.

The study methodology is using a tiered approach to
provide a comprehensive study to identify potential
improvements in the Corridor. The main elements of the
study are shown here:

Review and evaluate previous studies and recommend
technology, define goals and objectives for the Corridor,

define options to meet the identified goals and objectives,
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provide a tiered screening process to refine options and
identify the preferred transit option, prepare an
Environmental Impact Statement for regulatory agency
review, and develop a Central Corridor financial plan.

Wefve completed the screening process and have entered
the scoping process for the Environmental Impact Statement,
as John Bednarczyk will explain later.

Through this part of the planning process we’ve
identified future transportation needs of the Corridor and
developed the goals of the Central Corridor Project as
follows:

First, mobility and accessibility. Performance under
this goal has been assessed in terms of nine evaluation
criteria including proven technology, support of previous
transportation investments, support of previous development
investments, service to major markets, intermodal
connectivity, regional connectivity, travel time savings,
residential population served, and major employment centers
served.

In the area of economic development, performance was
assessed in terms of seven criteria including consistency
with local plans, regional plans; land use patterns;
potential to support smart growth and livable communities;
business community sentiment; proximity to planned

development; and proximity to developable and redevelopable
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land.

In the area of communities and environment, the
performance was assessed in terms of four criteria:
Compatibility with community character, utilization of
existing right-of-ways, diversity of the population served,
and community sentiment.

Financial considerations are assessed in terms of
capital cost without vehicles and right-of-way costs.

As indicated in the next three slides, we identified
the needs for the Corridor and determined the goals to
satisfy those needs. This is the resulting Purpose and
Need Statement for the Central Corridor. I guess I won’‘t
read it. You can read those.

The build alternatives that are currently to be
evaluated in the Environmental Impact Statement are Light
Rail Transit on University Avenue, a Busway or Bus Rapid
Transit on University Avenue, and Light Rail Transit on
I-94; and each of these alternatives is described in your
Scoping Bookiet and will be presented in greater detail
later in this presentation.

Although two commuter rail options are being
considered as part of the Central Corridor Transit Study,
the evaluation of commuter rail options will be deferred to
a separate environmental document based on regional

commuter rail connections and system planning, funding, and
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operating agency responsibility. Technical evaluation of
the available commuter rail options is underway.

That concludes my part of the formal presentation, and
John Bednarczyk will now present the third agenda iten,
Environmental Review.

MR. BEDNARCZYK: Thank you, Steve. I’m John
Bednarczyk. I’m a professional engineer, and I’m managing
the environmental documentation task.

The Central Corridor Scoping Process is part of a
prescribed planning process to assist decision-makers and
the public in the assessment of potential impacts
associated with the proposed Central Corridor alternatives.
The process, as you know, is redquired by the Federal
Transit Administration and the National Environmental
Policy Act.

The purpose of the Environmental Impact Statement is
to identify potential impacts associated with the proposed
Central Corridor alternatives. 1In doing so, we’re
determining the scope required for the Environmental Impact
Statement documentation. An overview of the Environmenta;
Impact Statement is shown on this slide.

EIS will refine the alternatives. It will document
the decision-making process and the assessment of potential
impacts. It will identify appropriate mitigation measures

for the impacts, and it will involve the public in the
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decision-making process.

As Steve Morris mentioned, these next two slides show
the modes considered during the screening process to select
the best alternatives to serve the purpose and needs
identified for the Central Corridor.

The screening process began with the definition of
alternatives shown here. You can see that the universe of
alternatives considered all possible transit options.

These were available from a wide range of technologies
which ranged from conventional bus service to Personal
Rapid Transit and Magnetic Levitation.

The universe of alternatives was carried into the
screening process and evaluated in terms of the goals of
the Central Corridor Project; namely, mobility and
accessibility, economic development, community and the
environment, and financial considerations.

This next slide shows how we approached the screening
process. We used a two-tiered screening process to
consider the universe of alternatives and reduce the number
of modes to be retained.

This slide shows how the screening process worked. We
applied an increasing number of measures of effectiveness
to a reducing number of modal alternatives.

Three alternatives had the best performance when

evaluated by the gocals of the Central Corridor Transit
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Project. These are University Avenue Light Rail Transit,

! Uhiversity Avenue Busway/Bus Rapid Transit, and the I-94

LLight Rail Transit. Again, as Steve mentioned, each of
these is described in your Scoping Booklet.

Although the I-94 alternative has been included here,
we wish to note that it did not compare favorably with the
other alternatives, and we anticipate that it may be
eliminated during the scoping process.

Note that along with the three build alternatives
which were selected during the screening process, we also
studied a No-Build alternative and a Transportation Systems
Management alternative. This will give us a baseline for
comparison.

The No-Build alternative is defined as the existing
roadways and bus service along with transportation
improvements for which funding has been committed through
the year 2020.

The Transportation System Management alternative
provides a framework for strategies that provides lower
cost improvements to the existing transportation network
and includes infrastructure improvements that will benefit
"transportation operations and minor roadway improvements.

The Locally Preferred Investment Strategy will be
identified based on the assessment and documentation of the

relevant social, economic, and environmental issues within
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this Environmental Impact Statement.

The purpose of the Environmental Impact Stat&#ﬁ
which follows this scoping process is indicated here. It
is to refine the proposed transportation improvements; to
assess social, economic, and environmental impacts; to
analyze transportation system impacts; to prepare capital
cost estimates; and to estimate and analyze operating and
maintenance costs, ridership, and revenue.

The following four slides provide a listing of the
areas that would be assessed to determine social, economic,
natural or environmental, and transportation impacts.

The social impacts include these areas: Land use,
neighborhood cohesion, displacements and relocations,
community facilities and services, visual and aesthetic
considerations, cultural resources, parkland/public land,
environmental Jjustice, safety and security, and
construction impact.

Note that the social impact analysis includes

potential impacts to historic resources including

archaeological and structural resources. This process is

known as the Section 106 process and includes identifying
and evaluating historic properties; assessing the effects
of the undertaking on those historic properties; and
consultations for methods to avoid, minimize, and mitigate

adverse effects.
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. Also included is the evaluation of the potential for

‘disproportionate impacts to low-income and minority

populations. This evaluation is termed "Environmental
Justice. ™

The economic impact analysis includes these areas:
Fiscal impacts, capital and operating costs, effect on
employment, utilities, secondary development, improved
access to jobs, and funding options.

The environmental or natural impact analysis includes
these areas shown here: Hydrologic and natural features,
wetlands, biological assessment, air gquality, noise and
vibration, contaminated and hazardous materials, water
gquality, enerqy, traffic, and construction impacts.

The transportation impact analysis would iﬁclude these
elements: Roadway, transit, and travel time savings.

The Coordinating Committee seeks your help, seeks your
help to refine the alternatives, to identify local issues
and concerns, and to identify how your agency would like to
be involved in our project.

Again, the comment period ends July 20, 2001. All
written comments received by July 20 and the verbal
transcripts received of these meetings will be included in
our Scoping Summary Report.

Your participation is important. The Coordinating

Committee values your input now and throughout the process.
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Please make sure that you signed in at the registration
table. You, your agency, wWill receive project newsletters
and upcoming meeting announcements.

The environmental review time line is shown on these
next two slides. You’ll notice that along the bottom of
both slides public involvement has been included throughout
the environmental review process including workshops,
public meetings, web site, newsletters, and public outreach
activities.

The first graphic on the time line indicates that the
Notice of Intent has been published in the Federal Register
and notice for these scoping meetings has been published in

local newspapers.

The circled graphic indicates that we are now in the
scoping period. We are currently conducting these public
meetings. We’re receiving written comments through July
20th, 2001. A1l of these wil}l be included in the public
record for the project.

The scoping period will result in the selection of the
alternatives to be evaluated in the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement. Following the scoping period, we will
begin the preparation of the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement, addressing those alternatives selected during
the scoping period. This activity will occur from summer

2001 through winter 2002.
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The Draft Environmental Impact Statement will be
completed and distributed during the winter of 2002.

Copies will be provided to requlatory agencies and made
available to the public.

In the winter of 2002, the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement will be submitted for review and comments will be
received from the public. The preferred alternative for
the Central Corridor will be selected based on this review,

The preparation of the Final Environmental Impact
Statement with the preferred alternative will be completed
in the spring of 2002. It’s anticipated that the Federal
Transit Administration will sign the Record of Decision for

the Central Corridor Environmental Impact Statement during

" the summer of 2002.

That concludes my part of the presentation. Barry

Gore of BRW will now present the fourth agenda item.
MR. GORE: Thanks, John. I'm Bérry Gore.

I'm a planner with BRW. I’ve been working on the Central
Corridor Project. I'm goiné to describe the alignment
alternatives and station locations that are currently under
consideration.

As John mentioned, there are two general alignment
alternatives; one following University Avenue and the other
utilizing Interstate-94.

I'11 begin the description with the LRT alignment in
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downtown Minneapolis. Central Corridor vehicles will
utilize the Hjiawatha lines, stations, and tracks that are
now being constructed on Fifth. A Bus Rapid Transit would
operate on Fourth.

There are two proposed options for proceeding east
from downtown Minneapolis. The first crosses the
Mississippi on the Washington Avenue bridge, continues
through the East Bank of the campus to University Avenue.

The second option is to proceed north on Chicago, east
on Second, under the 35 bridge, and then to utilize what is
called Bridge 9 to the East Bank. We have a couple options
for the Bridge 9; one is at University Avenue and Fourth
Street Southeast pair, or the other Bridge 9 North option
stays in the railrocad corridor.

The I-94 LRT alignment is essentially the same through
the campus area, and then it proceeds across University
Avenue to Fourth Street Southeast in basically the railroad
yvard. It crosses University Avenue into Curfew Street,
then proceeds along the north side of the interstate
right-of-way and descends into the median of the freeway
right-of-way before Snelling Avenue, and then on to the
Capitol.

The proposed University Avenue LRT alignment will
place double track in the middle of the existing right-of-

way from the Universjity of Minnesota campus to Rice Street.
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There are two LRT options under consideration for
serving the State Capitol and downtown St. Paul. The first
option passes in front of the Capitol, then down Cedar
Street to Fourth Streét and the Union Depot. The second
option stays on University Avenue behind the Capitol,
proceeds into downtown on Jackson Street. There is a pair
on Jackson and Sibley, and then it takes Fourth Street west
to Rice Park.

University Avenue BRT option is essentially the same
as the LRT from the campus to Rice Street. The BRT
vehicles proceed south on Cedar, east on Kellogg, and then
cross the Robert Street bridge to the west side. Going
back east -- west, excuse me, they would utilize Minnesota
back to Cedar, and then east out on University Avenue.

Now I'm going to describe the proposed station
locations. Stations, of course, are where riders interact
with the proposed transit facility, and the location of
stations is an important factor in evaluating alignment
alternatives.

Specifically we were considering how the proposed
transit facility will relate to existing and pilanned land
uses and how proposed stations can be integrated into
community settings.

Station planning criteria include corridor scale

issues as well as more site-specific analysis. This slide
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summarizes this evaluation of three key criteria: Corridor
fit, station function, and development potential.

The first category of corridor fit was the broad-scale
land use patterns. By definition, the Central Corridor
links the three major activity centers of downtown
Minneapolis, the University of Minnesota Minneapolis
campus, and downtown St. Paul.

This l1link is made through the Midway area which has a
mix of commercial, industrial, residential uses, and
smaller scale community nodes within it. An important
consideration is the environment along the various
alignments in the Corridor.

Station function criteria considered more local and
site-specific issues relating to station location and
design. The first and primary criterion is that of
ridership, with land use intensities, patterns, and types,
commonly referred to as Transit-Oriented Development or
TOD, as an indicator of ridership potential.

Access is a key part of evaluating station locations
both in regard to surrounding land uses and circulation
issues such as intersections, crosswalks, bridges, and
bicycle facilities. The converse of access is barriers,
and we will look at urban design and traffic issues that
may impair access or egress from stations.

Station locations and designs must meet the standards
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of the Americans with Disabilities Act.

The interface with other modes of transit, especially
bus service, is another criterion used in considering
station function. The 16-A service on University Avenue
would remain, but probably at longer headways.

In addition to evaluating existing conditions, the
process to select station locations will also consider the
potential for the proposed transit facility to act as a
catalyst for new development. This evaluation will
consider current land use patterns around proposed station
sites, the availability of underutilized land, general real
estate market, and planned development.

The evaluation will focus on planned development
projects as recognized by the city planning departments and
published reports.

The next four slides show an idea about the station
prototypes that are currently under consideration. This
first one, the University Avenue LRT or Bus Rapid Transit,
places the new transit facility in the center of the
existing right-of-way, and this is where the stations would
also be located for the majority of the Corridor.

Many of the étations in the University Avenue
alignment would be configured as split-platform stations
with the transit vehicles meeting platforms located on the

far sides of intersections.
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Another potential configuration is with a single-
center platform which we are evaluating at the University
campus locations and downtown St. Paul in proposed
mid-block locations.

The third prototype is a curbside platform with direct
loading from sidewalks. These proposed stations will be
used in areas where the transit facility is a single
guideway running next to curbs; for instance, on the
University Avenue and Fourth Street alignment.

The proposed Interstate-94 stations are located in the
middle of the freeway right-of-way with vertical access
from existing cross street bridges. There are no
park-and-ride lots under consideration for any of the
alternatives.

Location-specific designs will be evaluated for each
of the alternatives to understand how stations can be
integrated into neighborhoods and special areas such as the
State Capitol.

The next slide shows the proposed station locations
currently under consideration, and I’11 list those from
Minneapolis. We start with the first joint station,
Downtown East. There’s a West Bank Station at the campus,
East Bank, Stadium Village, 27th Avenue Southeast,
Westgate, Raymond Avenue, Fairview Avenue, Snelling Avenue,

Lexington, Dale, Western, Rice Street, 12th Street on the
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Jackson Street alignment down to Lowertown, to Fourth
Street, and then Rice Park, or the other alignment in front Il'
of the Capitol to Cedar Street, to Fourth Street and the r
Union Depot.
On the I-94 alignment the station locations are l
basiéally in the same areas except for where it diverges
into the freeway right-of-way. The first station there
would be Merriam Park and then down into the median at

Snelling, Lexington, and Dale.

That concludes my part of the presentation, and Steve
Morris will come back up here to make the conclusion.
MR. MORRIS: Thanks, Barry. With that, I

guess we’d like to just open it up to any of the agencies

represented. If you have any comments or issues that you
want to make sure that we consider that are part of or a
concern to your agency, please feel free to let us know, or
if you want to ask any questions, we’ll try and answer

those.

With that, do any of the agencies have anything that
they care to offer?
MS. LASZEWSKI: Well, I have guestions if
nobody else does.
MR. MORRIS: Okay.
MS. LASZEWSKI: Do you have any scoping

documents --
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THE COURT REPORTER: Excuse me. Can she

come up here? Wait. Can you come up here?

MR. MORRIS: Could you --

MS. LASZEWSKI: Oh. Sure.

MR. MORRIS: It’s easier for the court
reporter.

THE COURT REPORTER: Thank you.

MS. LASZEWSKI: I'm Virginia Laszewski. I'm
with the United States Environmental Protection Agency in
Region 5 office in Chicago. I’m the person who will
actually be reviewing the Federal Environmental Impact
Statement and rating it to see if it complies with NEPA or
not.

I was wondering if you folks have put out a scoping
document with all this information in for us to review so
that we could actually give some intelligent comments?

MR. MORRIS: Well, what we’re in the process
of doing now is developing that. These are kind of the
public meetings to get input from the public. We have a
Scoping Booklet that talks about the --

MS. LASZEWSKI: This one (indicating)?

MR. MORRIS: -- alignments and things
that —- yes. Of where we’re at. But we will be then
developing -- taking the input from these meetings and

finalizing the alignments that we’re taking to the EIS.
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MS. LASZEWSKI: So you’ll be putting out a

Scoping Booklet after the comment period closes?

MR. BEDNARCZYK: A scoping summary.

MR. MORRIS: A summary-.

MS. LASZEWSKI: Okay. Do you have any of
the information in more detail that you can -- do you have
any slides that I can take back with me to look at?

Because this thing just doesn’t do it for me.

MR. BEDNARCZYK: Social, economic,
environmental information? No. We’re beginning that
process.

MS. LASZEWSKI: I also am just wondering
what is the underlying problem you folks are trying to
solve in terms of what is the underlying need for this
project?

Because I‘m looking at your Purpose and Need
Statement, your goals. I’'m going, oh, boy. You are all
over the place. And if -- I don’t know how you’re going to
evaluate all this stuff.

I need to know what the underlying problem is you’re
trying to solve which is the need for the project, and then
the measurable objectives which are the purpose for the
project.

If you’'re taiking economic development, I can think of

all sorts of alternatives you should be looking at. You
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know, tax incentives for businesses should be part of your
alternatives.

So I Jjust want to caution you that you might want to
think about what your underlying problem is, focus on that,
and focus on getting some measurable objectives that
actually will serve to solve your'underlying problem.

MR. MORRIS: This is kind of the major
transportation corridor in our area, and it has been
analyzed and worked over on numerous occasions, and for one
reason or another there’s never been an end. There’s never
been a final decision that says this is what we need to do
for transportation in this Corridor.

And there are other pieces, obviously, that are
inmpacted by transportation improvements, but the main
driving thrust of the thing is the transportation future of
the Corridor.

MS. LASZEWSKI: I don’t understand. Why put
in a Light Rail Transit? That’s what the study seems to be
focusing on. I mean it seems like the decision’s been
made. It’s just like where is it going to go.

What I would be looking for in the need-for document,
in the Purpose and Need Statement is, first of all,
identification of the underlying problem that you’re trying
to solve, and is that going to be identified in the

need-for document; substantiate that need with traffic
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studies, whatever studies you may have.

Am I right in understanding -- maybe I misunderstood. J
There was an old Draft Environmental Impact Statement on 1
this Corridor?

MS. DeSPIEGELAERE: Yes.

MR. MORRIS: Yes.

MS. LASZEWSKI: And yhat was -- is the
purpose and need the same? Has it ch;ﬁged since then or -~

MR. MORRIS: The details probably state it a

little differently, but -- Kathy, I don’t know. You may
know more about that than I do or do you know about that? J

MS. DeSPIEGELAERE: Hi. I'm Kathy . l'
DeSpiegelaere, director of the Regional Rail Authority for
Ramsey County. I think you have some detailed questions we l
can talk about separately, but I think your points are well
taken. The purpose and need for the project does need to
be clearly stated, as we know.

There is an Environmental Impact Statement -- a Draft
Environmental Impact Statement that was completed for this
project by the Minnesota Department of Transportation,
Hennepin and Ramsey Counties in about 1993 or ‘94. There
have been some changes in the Corridor, although the basic

reasons for the project would be fairly consistent.

MS. LASZEWSKI: I guess what I’m just trying

to caution you is I have to read these documents all the
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time, and I barely ever run across one that makes 1oqicél
sense, and I am -- you know, it just drives me crazy that
they’re yay big and I have to go all through these
documents all over the place to see if there’s any
information that substantiates what the Purpose and Need
Statement is in this document and there isn’t.

Well, how can you make reasonable, logical decisions
if you don’t have a good Purpose and Need Statement? You
really have to identify the underlying problem,
substantiate why it’s the problem -- this is what we’re
trying to solve with this particular process -- and come up
with measurable objectives.

I mean when you talk about economic development, how
are you going to measure that?

MR. MORRIS: We do have a document that has
been prepared that’s on the Purpose and Need Statement, but
it’s not, obviously, a part of that.

MS. LASZEWSKI: I don’t mean to be --

MR. MORRIS: No. I —--

MS. LASZEWSKI: -- mean and nasty here. I’m
just telling you what I can sort of foresee, some of the
problems coming down the line, and then I’m going to have
to write this really long letter and, you know, object --
yYyou know, give a bad rating, whatever, and that’s why I

just ~-- I was really wondering what is the need.
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If it is that roadway systems are congested, they
can’t handle the traffic, then, hey, you know, there’s
probably the whole service type information you can
substantiate that with. I mean that makes -- hey, that’s
great. But --

MR. MORRIS: And that all either has been or
is being worked on today.

MS. LASZEWSKI: The problem is I need to see
that in the document. I need to see that information
because NEPA -- the NEPA document, the EIS, is actually
documenting the NEPA process which is a planning process.

So I just wanted to bring that one out because one of
the first things after I read this Scoping Booklet is what
is the purpose and need really, and why are you doing this
here? Why now? That sort of question needs to be
answvered.

Some other things that ~- you know, based on the
Scoping Booklet that I Jjust had guestions on. Was there
some major transit study done by a metropolitan planning
area organization that actually sort of identifies which
routes needed to be done and which should be done first,
second, third, fourth, and fifth?

MR. MORRIS: This is one of the corridors
that’s in the Metropolitan Council’s 2020 plan as the

priority corridor for the area, yeah. It’s -- in fact, I
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think we’ve got that on one of the boards out front.

MS. LASZEWSKI: Because I think that’s real
important for, you know, justifying why you’re doing this
now and why --

MR. MORRIS: Sure.

MS. LASZEWSKI: -- here, the former study.
You mentioned some studies, but I didn’t know what they
were.

Once again, what’s the underlying problem you’re
trying to solve? Can these problems or whatever problems
you come up with be, you know, substantiated in the
docunent?

Each need or underlying problem or need for action
that you have should have associated measurable objectives
and purposes, and your goal is then the need for action and
its associated measurable objectives. It’s that simple.

And then alternatives. If there were any alternatives
that were already dismissed, just if that could go in the
document, an explanation why, substantiation as to why they
were dismissed, that would be great.

It looks like you’ve already talked about EJ
communities 5eing important. I’m just wondering, are there
EJ communities along any of the alternative routes you have
right now?

MR. MORRIS: Yes.
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MS. LASZEWSKI: There are. And are you

deoing anything special to get those people involved in this
public process?

MR. MORRIS: Yes, we have.

MS. LASZEWSKI: Okay. Good for you. That's
good to hear. Then I Jjust wanted to make sure you’re
covering air and water quality, if you are.

I was also wondering why you’re only looking at two
locations for the Light Rail Transit, why you picked the
study area you picked. Is it based on the old Draft EIS?

MR. MORRIS: Generally. Generally it is,
ves.

MS. LASZEWSKI: And do both alternative
lines actually follow railroad tracks?

MR. MORRIS: No. They follow major --

MS. LASZEWSKI: Just --

MR. MORRIS: -- substantial major arterials,
Interstate-94 and University Avenue generally.

MS. LASZEWSKI: And I was wondering why the
commuter rail project was being deferred to a separate
Environmental Impact Statement.

MR. MORRIS: Because we did some analysis, a
quick analysis of ridership of commuter rail, and it serves
different modes, and there doesn’t appear -- they were a

different customer base and it doesn’t appear that one

b

P
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affects the other from a ridership standpoint.

‘Also, and perhaps more importantly, we are talking in
the Twin Cities about having our first commuter rail
alignment up to the northwest, Minneapolis to St. Cloud,
and if that happens as the beginnings of a commuter rail
system, certainly there needs to be a commuter rail link in
the Central Corridor that ties the two downtowns together
as part of that commuter rail network .

If, on the other hand, that doesn’t happen, fhen it
probably doesn’t make sense to do a stand-alcone commuter
rail link.

The other issue or the other part of the issue 'is that
trying to look at those two different modes serving
different customers and trying to measure one against the
other doesn’t seem to give us an answer that makes any
sense.

As I said, if there is a commuter rail system, this
link needs to exist and we need to figure out where to put
it, but it won’t do much of anything for the kind of trips
tha£ Bus Rapid Transit or light rail might attract.

MS. LASZEWSKI: So the commuter rail
probably goes further out.

MR. MORRIS: Yes.

MS. LASZEWSKI: Is that it? I don’t know.

I would think that you’d want to consider that any of the
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alternatives you are considering for your project, you

know, doesn’t have an adverse impact on perhaps the future

commuter rail project down through the study area. Just --

MR. MORRIS: We're very --

MS. LASZEWSKI: -- want a public sense of
that.

MR. MORRIS: We're very concerned about the
modal connectivity between the possible commuter rail.

MS. LASZEWSKI: I wasn’'t sure. The
Mississippi River crossing -- I know there was one bridge,
and one of the alternatives would utilize or be next to
that bridge. Is the second one —-- is there a bridge there
as well?

MR. MORRIS: It’s currently a pedestrian/
bicycle bridge. It used to be a railroad bridge, I
believe, but it has not been used in that way in some
years, but it is a possible river crossing depending
largely on how you end up serving the University area.

MS. LASZEWSKI: Does it have historic value?

MR. MORRIS: I don’t believe it does. It’s
not --

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: It does.

MS. LASZEWSKI: It doesn’t?

MR. MORRIS: Does it?

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: The Stone Arch is
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right there.

MR. MORRIS: O©Oh, no. That’s not the bridge.

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: That’s not it.

MR. MORRIS: No.

MS. LASZEWSKI: You might run into problems
with that one.

MR. MORRIS: No, it’s not the Stone Arch.

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: It’s the other
railroad one.

MS. LASZEWSKI: And I guess, you Xnow, .

because I -- you Know, I don‘t see a real solid Purpose and
Need Statement. 1I’m just wondering why -- you know, if I
had to guess -- and it would be a guess -- you know, you’re

trying to solve some congestion problems; perhaps people
who don’t own cars needing to get around, get to jobs,
whatever. Why couldn’t one of your alternatives be a
combination of bus routes and transit and --

MR. MORRIS: That is indeed what the TSM or
Transportation Systems Management piece will be.

MS. LASZEWSKI: The TSM. But the TSM seens
to stand alone. Will TSM aspects also be incorporated into
the light rail alternative?

MR. MORRIS: Oh, sure. We’re working with
Metro Transit to develop the bus network for any of the

build alternatives that support and work together, sure.
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MS. LASZEWSKI: I think that’s all I had.

MR. MORRIS: Thank you.

MS. LASZEWSKI: Do you have any dquestions
for me?

MR. MORRIS: No. You know, is it useful for
us to go ahead and send you the Purpose and Need document
we then develop and some of thosgwthings at this stage of
the game? We can certainly do that.

MS. LASZEWSKI: If you think it’s helpful or
if you think that you want to do something else with that,
I’m happy --

MR. MORRIS: 1It’s just however —-- whatever
works- best for you, we’d be happy fo do that.

MS. LASZEWSKI: Yeah. Sure. That would be
great.

MR. BEDNARCZYK: How about the screening
documentation during the planning process?

MS. LASZEWSKI: How big is it? All I'm
looking for is to make sure that when you stick this
information in the document it all makes sense and there’s
justification for what you’re doing.

MR. MORRIS: We’ll pull together some of the
technical memos and reports and things ‘like that in the
context of your comments and send them off to you.

MS. LASZEWSKI: Okay.




io0

i1

i2

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

33
MR. MORRIS: Thank you. Kathy?

MS. DeSPIEGELAERE: I just wanted to say
that in a process like this there are just reams of
technical information that’s available. For this meeting
and the meeting this morning, the one tonight and tomorrow
night, we’re giving you a very general overview, and so the
kind of detail that you’re asking for, we do have some, we
will have more, but we simply didn’t think it was suitable
for this type of meeting, but we do have a whole lot of
detail on purpose and need and the technical aspects of the
project.

MR. MORRIS: Anybody else? Yes.

MR. ROSSBACH: My name is Jack Rossbach, and
I‘m with the Ramsey County Public Health Advisory Board,
and I noticed as the presentation on —- I‘m particularly
interested in environmental health.

I’'m an industrial hygiene engineer, and I‘m a
certified industrial hygienist, although I’'m retired from
that certification right at the present moment.

Particularly interested in the public health aspects,
and they look like they were spread out fairly all over in
the presentation. There were some -— some safety and
security issues. There was hazardous materials, water and
air guality, and then construction impacts.

What I was wondering and I thought a separate category
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should exist that is called public health assessment. I
think this is primary to any model of this magnitude, and I
think that if you do it.biecemeal all over the place,
little pieces here and there, that you never get an overall
viewrof what the public health assessment would be of the
impact of putting such a high-speed type of transportation
system in the middle of a hugely, hugely complex both
pedestrian, bicycle, cars, motorcycles, buses, trucks,
whatever on University Avenue. I mean it’s the most
complex environment, transit environment that we have
anywhere in the city. So at least that would be my
suggestion.

MR. MORRIS: There’s kind of a -— and people
more expert on Environmental Impact Statements than I might
want to add to this, but I think therefs kind of a set of
criteria that you have to evaluate as part of the
Environmental Impact Statement, and I don’t know how much
flexibility exists to kind of regroup and reorder that.
John, do you want to --

MR. BEDNARCZYK: Sure. Jack, thank you for
your comment.. We are following the NEPA regquirements for
the environmental documentation. Some of the things that
you mentioned are being handled as separate and distinct
items. We’re not considering public health as one element,

but we are considering things like air gquality, water
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quality, you know, and, as you added as well, personal
safety, public safety, and whatnot.

So it’s all there. It‘’s maybe not in the form that
you’d like to see, but this is a public document where
we’ve got a prescribed protocol and elements that need to
be addressed. Does that answer your gquestion?

MR. ROSSBACH: Well, it does in a sense, but
I certainly would like to see a section devoted to it,
although it may not be part -- directly part of the
submission under NEPA. 1Is there any reason why you could
not do that as your research went on, bring everything
together that affects the public health?

You know, for example, let me say about --
tuberculosis is becoming a very big problem, and when we

talk about light rail cars, you’re putting up to, I think,

" over 200 people in some cars and they’re standing in very

close proximity to each other, and do we look at the
tuberculosis risk of those people in those conditions?
That kind of stuff. I’m wondering how we get to look at
that.

MR. MORRIS: I guess that’s kind of my point
is I think you can’t go to the level of detail that
everybody might --

MR. BEDNARCZYK: We will --

MR. MORRIS: -— think is an issue.
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MR. BEDNARCZYK: We will be addressing air

gquality per federal protocol in the NEPA documentation
process. It does not deal with, you know, potential
tuberculosis risk from having multiple people in single
vehicles.

MR. MORRIS: Anybody else have any —--— yes.

MS. LASZEWSKI: Well, I have a thought on
that. I don’t —- you know, how difficult or time consuming
would it be to just --.I don’t know if there are, you know,
any studies that were done on other transit systems around
the country, around the world that shows that, you know, a
particular type of transit has "X" percentage of increase

in the probability that people could carry tuberculosis or

~get tuberculosis or -- I don’t even know if Minnesota or

Minneapolis has been having tuberculosis cases. I don’t
know. I haven’t --

MR. MORRIS: Just -~ it did have. I don’t
know about recent ones. But I guess that’s kind of my
point. Once you get beyond kind of the stuff that’s
defined, it’s -- I’m not sure how you define it or how you
package it or how you measure it

MR. BEDNARCZYK: That’s the point, how would
we measure 1it? You know, it’s not normally part -- you
know, tuberculosis due to multiple ridership in automobiles

is not one thing that we typically lock at. I don’t know
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of any publications having to do with tuberculosis from
that source. Please?

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Well, I was just
going to interject that the comment doesn’t seem to be
aimed specifically at tuberculosis, but rather the kind of
particulates that are flocating around when there are mass
amounts of people within a confined -- contained space.

MR. BEDNARCZYK: We'’re dealing with air
guality issues as required by federal protocol. If there
is a spin-off there in that those air guality regulations
might, if exceeded, have negative impact and cause
tuberculosis, then, yes, it is covered, ‘but are we
specifically dealing with a tuberculosis issue? No, we’re
not. We’re following federal and state air quality
regulations.

MR. ROSSBACH: I used to work for the
Occupational Safety & Health Administration and do
workplace analysis for health and safety, and it is
occurring to me that that was much more comprehensive than
this evaluation of health and safety when you’re doing
transit out in the public areas, and, you know, I would
think that as part of the equal justice issue, since we are
going to be going through cqmmunities where that is a very
major issue, I mean where people don’t have transportation,

have to cross those roads, have to live in the particulate
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environment, have to be crowded into vehicles, I think that
really the -- you know, it would be advisable for us to
address those issues, and I would be happy to go along with
helping with that since I think that’s that important, and,
you know, give what knowledge I can from my experience and
background and with my position with the advisory board.

MR. MORRIS: I think that’s why the NEPA
rules talk about things like air quality and environmental
justice, but if you’ve got any information that we could
take a look at, we’d be happy to look at it, but I think
the point of our undertaking is to meet the NEPA rules and
not to try and create new approaches.

MR. BEDNARCZYK: May I Jjust add that
environmental justice is going to be very thoroughly
covered per federal protocol for the economic, social,
environmental, and transportation issues. -

You raise the issue of air quality. Will we be
addressing disproportionate negative air guality in lower
income neighborhoods? Yes, we wilil.

MR. MORRIS: Okay. Anybody else have
anything? If not, we tﬁank you very much for coming. If
any comments come up later, feel free to send them in.
With that, the meeting is adjourned. Thank you.

(The meeting concluded at 3:05 p.m.)

* * *

],
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[Slides shown during the presentation.]}
MR. PROBST: I think we’ll go ahead and
get started. We had advertised a 5:30 start to the
presentation, and I think we are at the appointed hour.

Good afternoon. I guess it’s almost good evening
today. I’m here on behalf of the Central Corridor
Coordinating Committee, and I’d like to welcome you to
today’s Public Scoping Meeting for the Central Corridor
Transit Project.

I’m Dennis Probst, and I am the chair of the
Coordinating Committee, and we will be doing -~ there’s
actually three public scoping meetings. One was held this
morning. There is this one. There will be another
tomorrow evening at the Radisson Metrodome at the
University.

My Jjob this evening is to moderate this scoping
meeting. There will be a presentation following this
little ﬁelcome this evening that will take about 30
minutes, and after we’ve completed that presentation then
we’ll take public testimony.

You will be able to speak to us this evening, give
oral comment, or if you’d like to do a written comment,
there’s an opportunity to dp that as well.

I’11 be facilitating that discussion once we get to

it, and if you haven’t signed up on the speakers’ list and
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first two items, the Introduction and How We Got Here, will

. :
would like to speak, Holly Halverson back at the table is i
running a list of names, and we’ll use that to at least |
begin hearing from you..

And I guess I’'d like to reinforce here -- I think it’s
been said, probably reiterated in the written information,
we want to hear what you think. So, piease, if you have
some thoughts or some comments you’d like to make, please
do so as we move forward.

The agenda for this evening is up on the screen. The

be presented by Steve Morris from the Ramsey County
Regional Rail Authority. He’ll address the purpose of
tonight’s meeting and provide a history of the project and
the public involvement that has proceeded so for and the
purpose andrneed for the project.

Following Steve’s presentation, John Bednarczyk will

present the Environmental Review portion of the agenda this
evening. John will describe the environmental review
process, the alternatives considered to address the purpose
and need for the Corridor, and the issues to be addressed
in the environmental process, public involvement, and the
project schedule.

Following John’s presentation, Barry Gore -- where'’s

Barry? -- will conclude the formal presentation with a

description of the build alternatives that are under
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consideration and the Station Area Review portion of the
agenda including the design guidelines and the proposed
station locations.

We’re going to try and keep the presentation brief
this evening so that there’s plenty of time to hear from
anyone who would like to speak.

If there’s anyone for whom we are moving too quickly
or using acronyms that you don’t understand, please speak
up or raise your hand and we’ll slow down or embellish the
presentation as needed so that everything is clear. Please
feel free to interrupt us as we go if that does become an
issue.

And I guess the handouts. If you haven’t seen themn,
at the table back, again, where Holly is there is an agenda
on the green; the Scoping Booklet, the colored pﬁblication;
and then there’s also a white comment sheet.

So, again, if you’d like to speak this evening, that
would great. If not, you can provide written comment. I
believe written comment will be accepted through July 20th
for the project, and if you haven’t gotten copies, please
feel free either now or as you leave to pick those up on
your way out.

Before I introduce Mr. Morris, I would like to mention
that Commissioner Jan Wiessner from Ramsey County is here

with us this evening, and -- I’11l put my glasses back on to
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see if anybody else -- I guess at this point yet we don’t
have any of the other members of the committee with us this
evening.

So thank you all for coming, and let me turn the
presentation over to Mr. Morris, and we will go forward
from there.

MR. MORRIS: Thanks, Mr. Probst. I'm Steve
Morris, and I’'m the project manager for the Cent:al
Corridor Transit Project. Tonight’s scoping meeting has
several purposes. First, it provides an opportunity for
the Central Corridor Coordinating Committee to bring you up
to date by providing a history of the project and to seek
your input on the alternatives being studied.

Second, we want to hear your comments and any concerns
you may have about potential impacts due to implementation
of the project.

Third, we want to inform you as to how you can
continue to be involved in the decision-making process.

The comment period following this formal presentation
provides an opportunity to enter into the public record
your comments on the project. A court reporter is present
this evening and will be preparing an official transcript
of each of the scoping meetings, and, again, we value all
of your comments.

In addition, as Denny mentioned earlier, written
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comments can be submitted by filling out one of the comment
forms available at the registration table or by E-mail. My
address and contact information is in the Scoping Booklet.
Once again, please see Holly if you’d like to sign up on
the speakers’ list.

I want to stress again that the comments are
important. There’s the contact information; and July 20th,
again, is the cutoff date for comments.

Policy direction for this study is provided by the
Central Corridor Coordinating Committee of which Mr. Probst
is chair. As you can see, there’s broad representation of
the committee including two members from Mn/DOT, one from
the City of St. Paul and Minneapolis, one from Hennepin
County, two from Ramsey County, two from the Metropolitan
Council, a representative of the University of Minnesota,
angd representatives from both the Red Rock and the
Northstar Commuter Rail Corridors.

For the next part of the presentation I’d like to
spend a moment talking about how we got to this point in
the process. <¢Citizens and policymakers throughout the Twin
Cities have long recognized the need for strong transit
service and investment in the Central Corridor, the heart
of the Twin Cities-Metropolitan area.

This slide shows previous studies which included the

Central Corridor from 1984 through 2000, and I won’t spend
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much time on most of them, but two of the previous studies
specifically identified Light Rail Transit as the preferred
transportation improvement for the Central Corridor.

The Midway Corridor Light Rail Transit Draft
Environmental Impact Statement was prepared in 1990, and
the Central Corridor Alternatives Analysis and Draft
Environmental Impact Statement was prepared in 1993.

Given the importance of the Corridor and the number of
transit modes and alignment options, participating agencies
initiated this current Central Corridor Transit Study to
determine the preferred option for the Corridor. The
environment has changed in many ways, and we can’t assume
that the o0ld studies still represent the best solutions.

The transit study methodology uses a tiered approach
to provide a comprehensive study to identify potential
transit improvements for the Corridor.

The main elements of the Central Corridor Transit
Study are shown here: To review and evaluate previous
studies, define goals and objectives for the Central
Corridor, define options té meet those identified goals and
objectives, provide a tiered screening process to refine
options and identify the preferred option, prepare an
Environmental Impact Statement for regulatory agency
review, and develop a Central Corridor financial plan.

We’ve now completed the screening process and have
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entered the scoping process for the Environmental Impact
Statement, as John Bednarczyk will explain in a moment.

Through this part of the planning process we’ve
identified the future transportation needs of the Corridor
and have developed goals for the Central Corridor Project
as follows: Mobility and accessibility. I711 just go
through these guickly, but the issues under this category
are proven technology, previous transportation investments
in the Corridor, previous development investments, service
to major markets, intermodal regional conneétivity, travel
time savings, and residential populations and major
employment centers served.

The next category 1is economic development. It
includes consistency with local plans in evaluating the
project and the alternatives, consistency with regional
plans, land use patterns, potential to support smart growth
and good livable communities, business community sentiment,
proximity to currently planned development, and proximity
to developable and redevelopable land.

The third category, communities and the environment,
they were evaluated on the basis of compatibility with
community character, existing right-of-way utilization,
diversity of the population served, community sentiment.

Lastly, financial considerations. We looked at

capital cost and right-of-way costs.
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As indicated in the next three slides, we’ve
identified the needs of the Corridor and determined goals
to satisfy those needs. This is the resulting Purpose and
Need Statement for the Central Corridor. I might add this
is sort of the bullet peints out of a larger document that
was prepared as part of the study.

The first category really is communities and the
environment. The important idea is to facilitate the
preservation and enhancement of neighborhoods in the
Corridor; acknowledge the character and aspirations of the
places served and of the region; support regional goals for
clean air and water, more efficient energy use, and a safer
and healthier environment.

Iin the areas of economic opportunity and investment,
we wanted to evaluate the project’s alternatives that
support investments in infrastructure that will sustain the
heart of the region; promote a reliable transit system that
allows efficient, effective land use development,
particularly in the major activity centers around the
Corridor; minimize parking demand; facilitate highest and
best use of properties; and give employers confidence that
their employees can travel to work.

In the area of transportation and mobility, we kind of
intentionally put that last because transportation, I

guess, in the view of most of us is a tool to help the
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community develop as much as it exists for its own right,
but the purposes are to create transportation improvements
that add people-carrying capacity, minimiie operating cost,
improve efficiency, provide high-guality alternatives, and
reinforce the regional transportation system; also to
expand opportunities for all users to move freely to,
through, and within the Corridor; and enhance the existing
transportation infrastructure to serve the large number of
transit-dependent people who live in the Corridor.

The build alternatives that are to be evaluated in the
EIS include Light Rail Transit on University Avenue, Bus
Rapid Transit or Busway approach on University Avenue, and
Light Rail Transit along Interstate-94. Each of these
alternatives has been described briefly in your Scoping
Booklet and will be presented in greater detail later on in
the presentation.

Although two commuter rail options are being
considered as part of the Central Corridor Transit Study,
the evaluation of commuter rail options will be deferred to
a separate environmental document based on regional
commuter rail connections and system planning, funding, and
operating agency responsibility. Technical evaluation of
the available commuter rail_options is underway for the
Corridor.

That concludes my part of the formal presentation this
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evening. John Bednarczyk of BRW will now present the third
agenda item, Environmental Review.

MR. BEDNARCZYK: Thank you, Steve, and good

“evening. I’m John Bednarczyk. I'm a professional

engineer, and my responsibilities are the management of the
Environmental Impact Statement document.

The Central Corridor Scoping Process is part of a
prescribed planning process to assist the decision-makers
and the public in the assessment of the potential impacts
associated with the Cenfral Corridor Project alternatives.
The process is required by the Federal Transit
Administration and the National Environmental Policy Act.

The purpose of the Environmental Impact Statement is

to identify the potential impacts associated with the

proposed Central Corridor alternatives. 1In doing so, we

determine the scope required for the Environmental Impact
Statement document.

An overview of the Environmental Impact Statement is
shown on this slide. The purpose of the Environmental
Impact Statement is to refine the alternatives, to document
the decision-making process and the assessment of potential
impacts, to identify appropriate mitigation measures for
those impacts, and it involves the public in the decision-
making process.

As Steve mentioned, these next two slides show the
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modes that we considered during the screening process to
select the best alternatives to serve the purpose and needs
of the Central Corridor.

This screening process began with the definition of
the universe of alternatives shown here. You can see that
this universe of alternatives considered all possible
transit options, all those that were available, from a wide
range of technologies from conventional bus service to
Personallkapid Transit and Magnetic Levitation.

This universe of alternatives was carried into the
screening process and evaluated in terms of the goals of
the Central Corridor Project, as Steve previously
mentioned.

This next slide depicts how the screening process took
place. We used a two-tiered screening process to consider,
in the beginning, the universe of alternatives and using
that process to reduce the number of modes to be retained
for subsequent study.

This slide shows how the tiered screening process
worked. We applied an increasing number of measures of
effectiveness to a reducing number of modal alternatives.

Can I get to your question when we’re done?

MR. ROSSBACH; Yes.
MR. BEDNARCZYK: The next sliide. This slide

shows the alternatives that had the best performance when
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evaluated in accordance with the goals of the Central
Corridor Transit Project, and they are: University Avenue
Light Rail Transit, University Avenue Buéway/Bus Rapid
Transit, and I-94 Light Rail Transit. Again, each of these
build alternatives has been described in your Scoping
Booklets.

Althoqgh the I-94 alternative has been included here,
we wish to note that it did not compare favorably with the
other alternatives, and we anticipate that it may be
eliminated during this scoping process.

Notice that along with the three build alternatives
which were selected during the'screeninq process, wWe also
are going to study a No-Build alternative and a

Transportation Systems Management alternative, and what

“this does is it gives us a baseline for comparing the other

build alternatives.

The No-Build alternative is defined as the existing
roadways and bus service along with transportation
improvements for which funding has been committed through
the year 2020.

The Transportation System Management alternative
provides a framework for strategies that provide lower cost
and improvements to the existing transportation network and
includes infrastructure improvements that will benefit

transportation operations and minor roadway improvements.
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The Locally Preferred Investment Strategy will be

identified based on the assessment and documentation of thé
relevant social, economic, and environmental issues during
the Environmental Impact Statement.

Issues to be evaluated in the Environmental Impéct
Statement. The purpose of the EIS which follows the
scoping process is indicated here. We’re to refine the
proposed transportation improvements; assess social,
economic, and environmental impacts; analyze transportation
system impacts; prepare capital cost estimates; and
estimate and analyze operating and maintenance costs,
ridership,'and revenue.

These following four slides provide a 1listing of the
areas that will be assessed to determine social, economic,
natural or environmental, and transporﬁation impacts.

The social impact analysis includes these areas: Land
use, neighborhood cohesion, displacements and relocation,
community facilities and services, visual and aesthetic
consideration, cultural resources, parkland/public land,
environmental justice, safety and security, and
construction impact.

Note that the social impacts includes potential
impacts to historic resources including archaeological and
structural resources. This process is known as a Section

106 process and includes identifying and evaluating
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historic properties; assessing the effects of the
undertaking on those historic properties; and consultation
for methods to avoid, minimize, or mitigate adverse
cultural resource impacts.

Also included is the evaluation of the potential for
dispropeortionate impacts to low-income and minority
populations. This evaluation 1s termed "Environmental
Justice.”

The economic impact analysis includes these areas:
Fiscal impacts, capital and operating costs, effects on
employment, utilities, secondary development, improved
access to jobs, and funding options.

The environmental or natural impact analysis includes
these areas: Hydrologic and natural features, wetlands,
biclogical assessment, air quality, noise and vibration,
contaminated and hazardous materials, water quality,
energy, traffic, and construction impact.

The transportation impact analysis includes the
following areas: Roadway, transit, and travel time
savings.

The Coordinating Committee seeks your help to refine
the alternatives, to identify local issues and concerns,
and to identify how you would like to get involved.

Again, the comment period ends July 20th, 2001. All

written comments received by July 20th and the verbal
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transcripts received of these meetings will be included in
the Scoping Summary Report.

Your participation -is important. The Coordinating
Committee values your input now and throughout the process.
Please make sure that you have signed in at the
registration table. You will receive project newsletters
and upcoming meeting announcements if you want to be on the
mailing list.

The environmental review time line is shown on these
next two slides. You’ll notice that along the bottom of
both slides public involQement has been included throughout
the environmental review process. Public involvement
includes workshops, public meetings, web site, newsletters,
and public outreach activities.

The first graphic on the time line indicates that the
Notice of Intent has been published in the Federal Register
and notice for these scoping meetings have been published
in local newspapers. This activity was completed in June.

The circled graphic indicates that we are now in the
scoping period. We are currently conducting these public
meetings and receiving written comments through July 20th,
and all of these will be included in the public record for
the project. |

The scoping period will result in the selection of the

alternatives to be evaluated in the Draft Environmental
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Impact Statement. Following the scoping period we will
begin the preparation of the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement. We will address those alternatives selected
during the scoping period. This activity.will occur from
summer 2001 through winter 2002.

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement will be
completed and distributed during the winter of 2002.

Copies will be provided to regulatory agencies and made
available to the public.

In the winter of 2002, the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement will be submitted for review and comments will be
received from the public. The preferred alternative for
the Central Corridor will be selected based on this reviewﬁ

The preparation of the final Environmental Impact
Statement with the preferred alternative will be completed
in the spring of 2002. 1It’g anticipated that‘the Federal
Transit Administration will sign the Record of Decision for
the Central Corridor Environmental Impact Statement during
the summer of 2002.

That concludes my part of the formal presentation.
Barry Gore of BRW will now present the fourth agenda item,
Alignment and Station Review.

MR. GORE: Thank you, John. I'm Barry Gore.
I'm a planner with BRW. I’ve been working on the Central

Corridor. I'm going to describe the alignment alternatives
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and station locations that are currently under
consideration.

As John mentioned, there are two general alignments;
one on University Avenue and the other utilizing
Interstate-94.

To begin the description of the LRT alignment in
downtown Minneapolis, Central Corridor vehicles would use
the Hiawatha tracks and stations currently under
construction on Fifth Street, with the Downtown East
Station being the first joint station. The BRT option
would operate on Fourth Street.

There are two proposed options for proceeding east
from downtown Minneapolis. The first crosses the
Mississippi and the Washington Avenue bridge into the East
Bank of the University campus, continues through the East
Bank either in a tunnel or at~-grade, and then onto
University Avenue.

The second option goes north on Chicago, east on
Second Street, under the 35 bridge, and then crosses the
river on a former railroad bridge that is called Bridge 9.
The Bridge 9 South option uses a pair on Fourth Avenue
Southeast or University Avenue, and then the Bridge 9 North
option stays in the railroad corridor.

The Interstate-94 Light Rail Transit option east of

the University campus is aligned north of Fourth Street
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Southeast, and then crosses University Avenue onto Curfew
Street, runs on the north bank of the I-94 expressway
corridor, then descends . into the median of the expressway
before Snelling Avenue, continues in the median, and then
up to the State Capitol at Rice Street.

The proposed University Avenue LRT alignment places
double track in the middle of the existing right-of-way
from the University of Minnesota campus to Rice Street.

There are two LRT options under consideration for
serving the State Capitol and downtown St. Paul. The first
option passes in front of the Capitol, then south on Cedar,
to Fourth, to the Union Depot. The second option passes
behind the State Capitol to Jackson Street, enters downtown
on Jackson, has a pair on Jackson and Sibley, and then
proceeds west to Rice Park.

The University Avenue Bus Rapid Transit option is
essentially the same as the LRT option from the campus to
Rice Street. BRT vehicles would proceed south on Cedar.
They would proceed east on Kellogg, and then cross the
Robert Street bridge to the west side. Vehicles returning
back to Minneapqlis would proceed on Minnesota and back out
to University Avenue.

Now I’1ll describe the proposed station locations.
Stations are, of course, where riders interact with the

proposed transit facility, and location of stations is an




10

11

i2

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

21

important factor in evaluating alignment. alternatives.

Specifically we are considering how a proposed transit
facility will relate to existing and planned land uses and
how proposed stations can be integrated into community
settings.

Stétion planning criteria include corridor scale
issues as well as more site-specific analysis. This slide
summarizes the evaluation of three key criteria: Corridor
fit, station function, and development potential.

The first category of corridor fit looks at broad-
scale land use patterns. By definition, the Central
Corridor links the three major activity centers: Downtown
Minneapolis, the University of Minnesota Minneapolis
campus, and downtown St. Paul. This link is made through
the Midway area which is a mix of commercial, industrial,
residential uses, and smaller scale community nodes.

An important consideration is the urban environment
along the various alignments in the Corridor.

Station function criteria considered more local and
site-specific issues relating to station location and
design. First, a primary criterion is that of ridership,
land use intensities, patterns and types, commonly referred
as Transit-Oriented Development or TOD, as an indicator of
ridership potential.

Access is a key part of evaluating station locations
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both in regard to surrounding land uses and circulation
issues such as intersections, crosswalks, bridges, and
bicycle facilities. Converse to access 1s barriers, and we
will look at urban designs and traffic issues that may
impair access to or egress from stations.

Station locations and designs must meet the standards
set by the Americans with Disabilities Act.

Interface with other modes of transport, especially
bus service, is another criterion used when considering
station function. The 16-A service on University Avenue
would remain, but at longer headways.

In addition to evaluating existing conditions, the
process to select station locations will also consider the
potential for the proposed transit facility to act as a
catalyst for new development.

This evaluation will consider current land use
patterns around proposed station sites, availability of
underutilized land, and a general consideration of the real
estate market. The evaluation will focus on planned
development projects as recognized by the city planning
departments and published reports.

The next four slides provide an idea of the station
prototypes currently under consideration. The University
Avenue Light Rail Transit or Bus Rapid Transit places the

new transit facility in the center of the existing right-
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of-way, and this is where the stations would also be
located for the majority of the Corridor.

Many of the stations on the University Avenue
alignment would be configured as split-platform stations
with the transit vehicles meeting platforms located on the
far of intersections.

Another potential configuration is with a single-
center platférm which we are evaluating at the University
campus locations, Downtown St. Paul in proposed mid-block.

The third prototype is a curbside platform with direct
loading from sidewalks. These proposed stations will be
used in areas where the transit facility is a single
guideway running next to curbs; for instance, on the
University Avenue and Fourth Street alignment.

Proposed Interstate—-94 stations are located in the
middle of the freeway right-of-way with vertical access
from existing cross street bridges.

There are no park-and-ride lots under consideration
for any of the alternatives.

Location-specific designs will be evaluated for each
of the alternatives to understand how stations can be
integrated into neighborhoods and special areas such as the
State Capitol.

The next slide shows the proposed station locations,

and I will identify those from Minneapolis. First one is
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Downtown East, West Bank campus, East Bank, Stadium
Village, 27th Avenue Scoutheast, Westgate, Raymond Avenue,
Fairview Avenue, Snelling, Lexington, Dale, Western, Rice
Street.

Taking the Jackson option to downtown we have a
station at 12th Street, Lowertown, Fourth Street, and Rice
Park; or taking the Cedar Avenue option we have a station
at the Capitol, Cedar, Fourth Street, and Union Depot.

That concludes my part of the formal presentation, and
Mr. Probst will take your comments.

MR. PROBST: Thanks, Barry. That does
conclude the formal presentation. We will now begin with
public comment; Holly, if you’d bring the list up.

Before we do, I would like to recognize one of my
colleagues from the Central Corridor Committee, Ramsey
County Commissioner Susan Haigh has joined us.

COMMISSIONER HAIGH: Hello. Hi.

MR. PROBST: And I would also like to note
that Representative Phyllis Kahn was here and has -- unless
she’s going to rejoin us has already left us,
unfortunately.

We will be using the list based on the order in which
people signed up to invite you to speak. I would ask you
to limit your comments to a maximum of five minutes

relative to any issues you may have or comments you’d like
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to make about the Corridor.

I am also going to go down the 1list and invite those
who have not had a chance to speak previously first. I
understand there are several people who did attend the
earlier scoping meeting today and had a chance to speak
there. We will allow you to speak again, but I’m going to
invite others who have not yet had a chance to offer
comments to come first.

And if you are in the audience and would like to speak
and didn’'t sign up, we’ll still offer you an opportunity to
do so 1if you’d just either give Holly your name or as we
get through the list raise your hand and we’ll recognize
you.

We think the room is small enough that we can take
comments. They will be recorded by the microphone that is
being used for the camera here as well, I believe, but we
will invite you to just -- if you want to just stand where
you are, and hopefully we’ll be able to catch everyone.

If we can’t then we’ll have you come up here and take
this microphone and speak, but we’ll at least try it asking
you to stand where you are and let us know what’s on your
mind. And I’d like to begin with Jane McClure.

MS. McCLURE: ©No.
MR. PROBST: I’m sorry.

MS. DeSPIEGELAERE: The list of attendees
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has an area for speakers.

MR. PROBST: I'm sorry.  Then Bruce Gaarder
would be the first person.

MR. GAARDER: What do you need? Name?

Rank? Serial number?

MR. PROBST: We’d like name and address if
you would, please.

MR. GAARDER: I live in Highland Park. I'm
on the river -- attend the Riverview Corridor meetings, and
not representing an organization right now. |

As far as the thing we’re talking about here, the one
thing I want to make -- a couple things I want to make sure
get properly taken care of in the comparison with TSM is
the rapid bus type situation such as is running in Los
Angeles are properly compared with BRT and LRT.

Just so people who don’t know, LA is one of many
cities who are going in with opportunistic, let’s call it,
approaches to BRT. They are using new distinctive local
buses in a BRT, LRT type station pattern a half mile to a
mile apart, relatively close headways.

In less than three months they increased ridership in
the Whittier-Wilshire Corridor by 27 percent, the Ventura
Corridor by 33 percent. The total time to travel the route
just dropped by 25 percent or more.

As far as cost goes, the -- outside of the cost of
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buying buses which is only about 400,000 a bus, the cost

per mile is running 200,000 -~ not 10 to 40 million --
200,000 a mile and about half of that is going for the
stations that are associated, fare collection, et cetera.

So given that the Met Council in their 2020 plan had
said that if they spend $440 million bus ridership goes up
by 41 percent, we, therefore, have the official Met Council
baseline that says you should get one thousand -~ a
ridership increase of 1,000 people per day for every
$4.4 million you spend.

Let’s use that to compare this. If this is a 15-mile
stretch at, let’s call it, 40 million a mile, we should,
therefore, be about a hundred thousand, I believe, in extra
ridership. I don‘t think we’re going to see it.

So I think we need to go with just running more buses
and serve the transit riders rather than trying to get some
mythical increases in land use due to the stations.

I’11 also note that there is no objective research
study that will support the idea that a high-quality, fast
type BRT, et cetera alternative will not be treated equally
in preference by riders to an LRT.

MR. PROBST: Thank you for your comments.
They will be included in the transcript. The next speaker
then would be Eddie Maddox.

MR. MADDOX: Okay. My name is Eddie Maddox,
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and I live in the Frogtown area, and I walked down here
actually, and it was kind of a nice, pleasant walk.

Okay. I notice there are some ——- I didn’t place them
myself, but I noticed as you came in, in the window sill
somebody had placed some materials about Personal Rapid
Transit. I’d urge you to take a look at those; take some
home if you wish. I don’t know who placed them there, but
I'm glad to see that they were there because my comments
concern Logistics System Management, the second
alternative.

You know, No-Build is not an option. You know, we
need something. We’re a growing community. Right? So we
need growing infrastructure to service those who are going
to come after us in our life. And Busway and Light Rail
Transit have enormous problems and costs and questionable
ability to address our needs in the future.

That leaves the second alternative, Logistics System
Management. They call it Transportation System Management,
but I think we ought to realize that transportatidn is just
one part of the piece of logistics, logistics management,
and that’s a whole science. It’s a whole occupation. It’s
a whole career field.

And, you know, we used to call the Department of
Transportation the Highway ﬁepartment. We realized they

work with more than just highways. They deal with
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transportation in general. Okay. Well, transportation i
general is part of logistics in general. So I think we
should have Mn/DOT change its name to Department of
Logistics Management, and then a transportation system
would be a logistics system which would include
transportation in that.

and so our second alternative would be Logistics
System Management, and included in that, besides the bus
improvements -- and I‘ve heard many suggestions this
morning as well as the one this evening. Some things can
be done with the buses. No doubt about it. I‘m not an
expert on that. Some of you know much more about what ca
be done than I.

But there’s another aspect to Logistics System
Management and that is intelligent transportation systems
or I suppose we should call them intelligent logistics
systems.

Now, within intelligent logistics systems you have
both current technology, old technology, and forthcoming
technology. Some Qf that technology is pretty ripe for
building, and one of those technoiogies that is ripe for
building as an intelligent logistics system is Personal
Rapid Transit. It’s great for moving people, great for
moving products, and low cost and low impacts of an adver

nature.
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Of course, there is the challenge of how do you manage

the risk of being the first to build something that’s never

“been built before. Well, that, again, is a whole new -- a

whole science unto itself, and there are professionals,
even whole organizations that will tell you exactly how you
have to manage a project to reduce the risk of being the
first to build a new technology so that you know it will
work when you get done.

But I’ve been told tonight that that’s not the
business of the people that are sponsoring this meeting
tonight or sponsoring the whole project of the Central
Corridor and what to do about it.

So whose business is it? If it’s not the business of
those who are just giving us these other two alternatives,
then are these people the right ones that we have to be
working with or do we need someone else whose business it
is to include managing the risk of building new technology
so that we do address the building of intelligent logistics
systems as a part of Logistics System Management. Thank
you very much.

MR. PROBST: Thank you, Mr. Maddox. Those
comments will also be included. Next person to speak is
Jack Rossbach. I hope I’m pronouncing your name close to
correctly.

MR. ROSSBACH: Yes. 1I’1l1 come up there so
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that I can lock at the people. I’m more comfortable that

way. I’m Jack Rossbach, and I do a lot of things, but I’m
also a neighborhood resident and even my children were
growing up within, oh, say half a mile of this
intersection.

One time Tom Osthoff, who’s a local representative at

the House of Representatives, told me as sort of an

.offhanded comment that he would never wait for a bus on

University Avenue, and some other people say that. I mean
I've waited for lots of buses, my friends have waited for
lots of buses, and we travel University Avenue.

I was thinking of incidences that I find fairly
frightening, and one was when I -- they started
construction down by Lexington on the north -- sort of the
northwest corner there, and I usually take my bicycle left
turns, and I can‘t take it into that construction area
because it’s too hard.

So I was just a little bit ~- got into early rush
hour, and I was trying to take that left-hand turn, and
there was seven lanes of traffic on my bicycle knowing that
if anybody nicks me, you know, that I‘’m going right to the
hospital. And so I was thinking you really don’t want to
be here on a bicycle, and I’ve been riding since I’ve been
a kid in Sst. Paul, and so -- that bicycle-pedestrian stuff.

I crossed over by the White Castle during rush hour
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- one time. I got on one of those little islands, and I was

going to cross back over, and I’m just feeling this traffic
going by me at 40 miles.an hour, 45 miles an hour as
they’re zooming down, and I‘m going -- ;’ve seen some awful
accidents. I'm thinking about how unsafe this is, and if
you add light rail or bus-dedicated transit to this, you
create a whole new set of what I believe is a public health
hazard along with it, and that concerns me greatly, that
that may be some of the outcomes of putting even more
stuff.

The Snelling-University intersection is the highest
traveled intersection in the state of Minnesota. It’s the
biggest‘one, you know. You have huge lags in crossing
that. It’s just-so difficult to have a community with that
kind of stuff going on there. So public health and public
safety in these issues 1is a great concern.

The cost. The cost of light rail is so huge, and, as
we see it in Minneapolis, the problems with building it are
just gigantic. I mean it is a huge construction project.
I‘ve walked part of that construction project and saw the
massive change to the environment that that has to make,
and the impact if that was to happen on this avenue, it
would just be terrible.

I mean I know why they don’t want to put it on 94

because you’ve got no stations on 94. You wouldn’t get any
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passengers. You can‘t build it there. It wouldn’t make
any sense.

But as a neighborhocod resident, this is what concerns
me most, and that is this meeting is not reaching the
neighborhood people. It reached Eddie. It reached me.
Lisa Lee’s over there. And we watch for stuff.

I barely found out about this meeting. I called. Oh,
I called City Hall. I called my local city representative,
and I called Met Council, and I called somebody else, and
then I called Janice Rettman’s office and, sure enough,
they had the information and they told me where it was, and
that’s where -- that’s how I found it.

But this room does not represent my community, and
this is the problem that I think is happening is we’re not
inviting the community in the proper way to participate in
this discussion. This doesn’t seem like a proper
discussion to me; that we need to take this discussion to
the community all around here.

I think the community should have been enjoined into
this process far earlier, and I would ask that continued
attempts be made to bring this community in.

I will personally put my efforts into bringing the
community into this as much as I can. I don’t have that
broad of a relationship, you know, with some of the

community activist organizations. I know there’s somebody
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here from District 6 and a few other places, but I will try
to invite them as best I can to participate in this
process, but I would ask that as part of this environmental
assessment statement that we go to the community, we tailk
to them and see what they need and feel about this
development and provide them with information so they_can
have an open discussion. Thank you.

MR. PROBST: Thank you, Mr. Rossbach. The
next speaker is Lisa Lee.

MS. LEE: Thank you, Mr. Probst, and members
of the Central Corridor staff for this opportunity for
public comment.

I notice that the Bus Rapid Transit was taking a
different route than the LRT, a route which might lead to
lower ridership and would skew the results of the
comparison, and I have a concern then about knowing more
details of the No-Build and Transportation System
Management so that the comparison not be skewed in favor of
a certain result.

Bus Rapid Transit is not going through the core of the
U of M. 1It’s going through the upper part in Dinkytown.
Likewise, the Bus Rapid Transit is not going east on Fourth ié
Street like light raiil would._ So, you know, I do have some
concerns about the methodology here, and I would like some

documents on what the No-Build and Transportation System
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Management involve.

There was a woman this morning that spoke something to
the effect that if there is a great cost involved there
should be a benefit. She didn’t exactly say a benefit to
the same degree, but I would argue that the cost should
have some benefit commensurate with the cost. If not,
there may be better things to do with the money.

The Metropolitan Council has given sort of a standard
cost of Light Rail Transit as being $500 million. That’s
half a billion dollars. Mr. Bruce Gaarder here, I noticed,
mentioned the Metropolitan Council had also given a figure
of 440 million, which I’ve alsc seen, to double the bus
system.

Now, what you get for 500 million with the light rail
is just one route, and all these light rail routes have
been planned actually to duplicate what the bus service is
now, whereas the 440 million to double the bus system would
be adding more service. You could have new routes, routes
going places they aren’t going before.

This Central Corridor route would just go between the
two downtowns. It would not provide service as versatile
and convenient as what we have now.

Did anyone in this room take the bus to get to this
meeting besides me? (Pause) For the record, for the court

reporter here, I will state that I am the only one in this
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room of 20 or 30 people that took the bus to get here. So

I think I need to explain, you know, for those that maybe
have never seen a bus or don’t know what a bus looks like
or never been on one what we have in the Central Corridor
right now. 0Okay?

We have the University Avenue bus that makes more
stops in downtown Minneapolis and in downtown St. Paul than
the Light Rail or Bus Rapid Transit would do. It makes
stops approximately once a block on University Avenue. At
night, of course, that’s theoretical stops. The actual
stops are much fewer because there are fewer people riding
at night.

Then we have a Route 50 that makes stops about every
mile or so, and it includes a stop at Hamline and
University. The Light Rail and Bus Rapid Transit will only
stop at Lexington and Snelling and will not make the stop
in between at Hamline.

Noﬁ, the meeting this morning on the Central Corridor
was at the Sheraton Midway at I-94 and Hamline. I looked
up ~- because I’ve been keeping records of my bus riding
times knowing what may be coming around the bend here with
light rail -- and it took me six minutes to walk from
Hamline and University to the Sheraton Midway at I-94 and
Hamline.

Now, just this Saturday, because of the classic cars,
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the buses were detoﬁred, and there were sc© many classic
cars driving down the street I was afraid to cross
University Avenue, and I walked from Hamline and I-94, from
the Concordia College theatre to Lexington and University,
similar to what I’d have to do to walk from the Sheraton
Midway to the light rail stop, and it took me 25 minutes.

For somecne in a nonmotorized wheelchair or someone on
crutches, a senior citizen, that would be quite a hardship
to walk that distance, particularly in the winter, and
particularly because our bus stops tend to be very windy in
the winter.

The third route directly serving the Corridoxr downtown

to downtown is Route 94-B-C-D. It runs between downtown

St. Paul and downtown Minneapolis making more stops in the
downtowns than the Light Rail or Bus Rapid Transit with
fewer on the freeway than light rail, and so this bus
travels much faster than light rail in the freeway, on
I-94. It makes the trip in about 20 minutes, 15 depending
on whether it makes a stop on Snelling, from the edge of
downtown to the edge.

I would say that before any construction -- as you may
guess, I'm in favor of the Transportation System Management
option. For the money we could have much more service,
more frequent, more versatile; less negative impact on

neighborhoods, on small businesses; and potentially less
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pollution created because the Light Rail or Bus Rapid

Transit would take over two lanes in the center of the
street.

Those two lanes now in the center of the street are
taken over by moving cars. So you would put the moving
cars in that much less space, and the more congested
conditions are, the more air pollution you have. So you’re
creating a congested situation.

If there is at all any suggestion to build light rail
or busway, I would say put up barriers on those middle two
lanes and test out what will happen to the traffic patterns
before actually digging up any dground.

The other thing that you could test out is one way
that people get on light rail so quickly is not that it is
guick, but light rail is done using the honor system of
payment. This is how it’s done in San Jose, San Diego, St.
Louis, et cetera. People do not pay as they get on the
light rail vehicle. They get on with just a receipt, a
receipt that they either have got from a bus or they got
from the station.

I rode the entire length of the San Jose Light Rail
from one end to the other at rush hour, you know, round .
trip from one extreme end tp the other extreme end and
back, and I never saw the so-called fare monitors which are

supposed to check for if you pay.
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So a cheaper way to make transit faster would be just
to designate some special buses as honor-system buses and,
you know, put up little machines at certain stops and
people could get their little receipts and just step on the
bus.

And I see he’s hovering over me so I will try to
finish up here. Anyway, as I did mention this morning --
and you will note, all of you that heard me this morning,
that I am saying different things to try to keep you from
being too overly bored.

Mr. Morris corrected me and said that we do buy some
Minnesota-made buses here. I learned from the Pioneer
Press "Business Section”™ that Minnesota is the largest
transit bus manufacturing state in the nation, and I would
think it would behoove us to buy hundreds of these buses
arid ~- which include some compressed natural gas and some
hybrid electric -- hybrid electric are the type that get
better gas mileage and fewer emissions by having an
electric motor as well as a diesel engine -- to get a lot
of these buses, and we.can have service that is much more
convenient and faster and will reach more regions of the
metro area for the same money as light rail or even less
money.

One last comment. There was a speaker this morning

that said if we didn’t use the money for light rail it
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couldn‘t be used for social programs, but he was talking
about the federal money.

The local money, even if it is designated for
transportation, when people are taxed a certain amount
there’s less capacity in those people to tax them more, and
I would argue that the local share of money that we are
spending on Hiawatha would have gone much farther with the
bus, provided people with better transportation, and been
more neighborhcocod-friendly.

So I thank all of you for letting me speak, and I'm
just marveling at this court reporter here who’s just
churning out this mysterious looking -- it reminds me of a
piano roll sort of with the little dots on it.

MR. PROBST: Thank you, Ms. Lee. The next
speaker is ;— I hope I'm pronouncing her name correctly --
Bonita Warms.

MS. WARMS: Good evening. I'm sorry that I
wasn’t able to be here a little sooner for some of the
presentations and that, although I am somewhat familiar
with the maferial. I also —- I have a funeral that I need
to go to yet tonight, and sc I won’t be able to stay;
however, my feelings are this:

University Avenue and the public transportation that
serves it right now is highly localized. The need is

highly localized along University Avenue.
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Now, I do believe that we do need to find some faster
ways to get people from one downtown to the other; however,
I don’t believe that putting a light rail line on
University Avenue is the right thing to do.

Here’s why: A couple of the speakers alluded to
handicapped people. I picture myself if I were
handicapped; then I ride the light rail line so far and
then get off and then I’m supposed to get on the city bus
to take me the rest of the way.

I picture myself as a mother who’s trying to get off
welfare and with two or three children maybe and trying to
get my children to day care and trying to get my children
back and forth. Light rail will not do me a whole lot of
good.

If we are going to have an express corridor, the
express corridor needs to be either in the middle of the
freeway or up along the railroad tracks because those are
places that the thing can go directly through without
having to make an intensive number of stops.

On University Avenue we need localized transportation
that can stop at every block if necessary because that’s
the way that the majority of people who ride the 16 bus use
the 16 bus, and if we really are serious about welfare-to-
work and about expecting people to use public

transportation for those purposes, then we need to make
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sure that that’s there.

They éay that there will be just as much bus service
if light rail is on University Avenue. I don’t believe
that. I really don’t. I don’t see how that possibly could
happen. I’m very, very concerned.

I also am concerned about being able to travel north
and south in an appropriate manner. North-south
transportation routes are difficult at best, and it’s
difficult to cross a street.

I plan on living in the Midway area for the rest of nmy
life. I’m not making plans to move. Now, maybe my plans
will change for some other reason, but my immediate plans
are to retire in eight years right here in the Midway area
and continue running our family business and to work part-
time and to enjoy my life.

I want to be able to walk to the store. I want to be
able to get to the places I need to go when I’m 80 years
cld, and I want to stay in my home and be independent as
long as I can, and I don’t know how much longer -- you
know, what life holds for me, but I do know that having
that thing down the middle of University Avenue is only
going to create a bigger divide than the divide we already
have with 94 with people who live north of it and the
people who live south of it. Let’s not create another

barrier here. But I do honestly believe that it needs to
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be localized.

One other thing. Whatever is built, you must
accommodate bicycles. Many, many city transportation
systems don’t allow bicycles during rush hours or, you
know, they maybe have bike racks on some buses which is a
good thing, but there are a lot of ~- you know, not every
bus has them, and I know like in Washington, D.C., you
cannot use the Metro system during rush hour with a
bicycle.

And if you really are trying to achieve integration of
the different modes of transportation, you have to consider
being -- you know, bicycles have to have access at all
times, not just during the off-peak periods, so to speak.

But I‘m very concerned that we spend the money wisely,
and I agree with Ms. Lee that said that we would be better
served spending our money on enhancing the bus system we
have.

It’s ridiculous that -- I work in Eagan 11 miles away,
and it would take me an hour and 45 minutes to take a bus
to work, and I can ride my bicycle to work faster than I
can take a bus. That is pathetic, just pathetic.

And I think that we need to be looking at
strengthening our bus system and creating a really good bus
system first before we spend money on creating something

else that’s only going to destroy the bus system even more.
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Thank you very much.

MR. PROBST: Thank you for your comments.
The last speaker that I have signed up is Mat Hollinshead.

MR. HOLLINSHEAD: Good evening. First I
want to make you aware of something that is developing in
the Midway which is the Midway Transportation Management
Organization, MTMO. We, I believe, have just gotten some
funding authorized from the Met Council for start-up of
that.

TMOs and TMAs -— the "A" stands for "Association"
which means membership; "Organization" means not formal
membership, but a variety of funding.

TMAs have been around for about 20 years. There’s
somewhere between 200 and 250 of them in the world. Most
of them are here in the U.S. They originally started in
central business districts and in suburban office parks,
and the more recent ones have been addressing more diverse
communities such as ours where we have large employers,
small businesses, large and small retail, and a great deal
of residential.

So I welcome thoughts, input, involvement,
participation. The number to call, if you’re interested,
is 651-647-6711. That’s the number of University United
with which the MTMO will office.

The funding and the primary purpose is to address
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congestion and air pollution, but also in our mission will
be to track this process and to play whatever constructive
role as possible as a convener, as a forum, as a
disseminator of information. So I would urge all of you to
use this as a tool if you so choose.

I just want to make two or three comments as specific
as I can. Three years ago —-- 1711 speak personally now,
not in affiliation with the MTMO. Two or three years ago I
sold my car. My wife and I had two cars. Now we have one
car. We think we drive less than 5,000 miles a year.

Our remaining car has sat in the garage now, I think,
for seven days straight, and that’s very typical with the
exception of one trip to the grocery store. I am a full-
time bicycler and bus rider and pedestrian. My wife
commutes to work on a bus in downtown Minneapolis every
day.

I rode my bike here, so I‘11 put that on the record.
If there had been a bus with a bike rack I would have been
on the bus. 8o today I rode, I think, three different
buses with bike racks on them with my bike, and also the
driver has the discretion to let you on board with your
bike if there’s room. So just referring to the capacity
question, when there’s room there’s the possibility of
putting more than the two bikes that the rack typically

holds on a bus for someone.
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To just mention a couple points about cost. The .
amount that is usually identified in relation to light rail_l
is very large. 1It’s typically a sticker shock whether |
you’re a supporter or an opponent, but I think there are
opportunity costs which would take place otherwise which
need to be counted in the balance.

We need to count the road capacity that does not have
to be built when we build high-capacity transit. We need
to count the added and different kinds of development that
can take place with fixed high-capacity transit. We need
to take into account all the environmental costs, the
health costs if we do not change our paradigm from an
exclusive reliance on vehicles that use roads.

And buses are high pollution, diesel fuel is high
pollution. Yes, we’re going to get better diesel. We’re
going to get hybrid. We may get electric. There are
climate considerations with that. It’s not clear yet
whether we can do that in this climate. There are other
considerations.

So I think that this is a complicated issue, and it
cannot be reduced to sound bites or oversimplified. It
must be considered in a very sophisticated way. ;j

I want to touch on the honor system since it was
mentioned here. I think the proper measurement of the

performance of an honor system is receipts. One of the
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purposes of having monitors is so that they’re not visible,
so that they’re random, so that people don’t know when to
expect them, but to me the greatest benefit of the honor
system is, as was somewhat alluded to, that you avoid the
sometimes very lengthy delays of linear boarding with each
rider making a fare transaction as he or she gets on the
bus, sometimes taking several minutes at a corner which
otherwise does not have a red light or any other reason for
the bus to stop. The honor system and the prepaid which is
also the same as the prepay system in many cases eliminates
that and makes things much faster.

So if Bus Rapid Transit or light rail were built and
an honor system instituted and the platforms were properly
done as in other cities and in good systems, I think the
receipts would show that it works. I think the headways
and the times would reflect the efficiencies gained through
the prepay and the honor system. So I think that’s an
example of one tool that, again, has many dimensions and
needs to be looked at very carefully.

I want to say something about traffic and induced
demand because more than one speaker has referred to the
effect of essentially removing two traffic lanes from
University. I think the most recent studies that are
authoritative and respected have shown that actually

reducing road capacity and narrowing roads actually reduces
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the total traffic volume in many cases.

Thirty years ago we put in I-94. That, of course, was
designed and functions as the express motor vehicle route
between the downtowns. That is where the volume can go,
that is where it should go, and that is where it will go if
the capacity on University Avenue is reduced.

So I think that, again, this is one of those guestions
that has several complexities to it. You cannot just
assume that taking two lanes from University Avenue is
going to retain all the rest of the traffic in the
remaining space. There is a very dynamic relationship
between capacity and traffic volume.

So I'm just going to cover those points. There’s many
other responses, but I think we have limited time. So
thank you.

MR. PROBST: Thank you. Thank you for your
comments, Mr. Hollinshead. I have another speaker, Chip
Welling.

MR. WELLING: My name 1is Chip Welling, and
I’m a resident of Merriam Park which is in the study area.
I’'m very pleased to have an opportunity to comment on the
scoping process for the Central Corridor, and the comments
I can offer today are as arresident of Merriam Park.

I want to thank you people for all the work you’ve put

in on this process. I’ve attended a number of the meetings
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of the Central Corridor Coordinating Committee and so
forth, and I know it takes a lot of time. It’s hard to
make it sometimes, but I really appreciate the effort
that’s been made by staff and officials who are here.

I currently rely on the bus myself. It’s my family’s
second car. I came here on the 16-A, and I regularly ride
the 191 from Merriam Park to my job in downtown St. Paul.

I also ride the 21 and 63 which are also bus routes that
are in the Corridor. I’ve also ridden Light Rail Transit
in a number of other cities including Baltimore, Maryland;
Dallas, Texas; Portland, Oregon; Cleveland, ©Ohio; and
Calgary, Alberta.

Based on this experience, I’m really enthusiastic
about the potential benefits that could come to the Central
Corridor if LRT were bullt here, and I believe this for
three principal reasons.

First, LRT in the Central Corridor would provide
better transit service. It’s better transit service for
many, if not most, of the people who currently ride the bus
here, and there were several reasons I say this.

First, LRT is faster than the bus. It’s faster
because you don’t have to clear the riders through a fare
box. 1In addition, LRT vehicles have more doors than does a
bus so you can load and unload passengers more rapidly;

and, lastly, the vehicles accelerate more quickly than does
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the bus.

A second major reason why I think LRT in the Central
Corridor would be a significant improvement is that this
type of transit service has the potential to attract more
new riders than I believe we could get with any changes to
the bus service currently here.

Some of the reasons I believe this are that, one, LRT
is quieter than the bus; LRT does not produce smelly diesel
exhaust; and, lastly, LRT provides a smoother ride than
does the bus.

And the third main reason why I think LRT in the
Central Corridor is important is it would have potential to
promote and support mbre pedestrian-friendly development
than could any changes in the bus service in this Corridor.

One of the reasons why I believe that is so is looking
at some of the recent development we’ve seen along
University Avenue, particularly in the vicinity of Hamline,
and here we have big box retail that’s separated from the
streets generally by vast parking lots that are nearly
devoid of wvegetation.

Here the car is king. Here the bus rider is a
second-class citizen at best. The bus rider is provided
with minimal shelter by the road. To reach the stores or
businesses the bus rider typically has to hike across these

vast parking lots with little in the way of routes -- you
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know, sidewalks -- that are separated from the car traffic.
So it’s neither a pleasant nor a safe trip to go from the
bus stops to the stores and businesses there.

With LRT as opposed to bus-only transit, I believe we
would have a strong incentive to build transit-friendly --
meaning pedestrian-friendly -- development that would be
appealing here on University Avenue.

And I have some more comments I711 provide later in
writing. My understanding is that the record’s open until
the 20th of July?

MR. PROBST: July.

MR. WELLING: Thank you very much.

MR. PROBST: Thank you, Mr. Welling. That
concludes the list of people that signed up to speak. Is
there anyone who has not spoken yet that wishes to? If
you‘d come forward, sir.

MR. CHRAMOSTA: I can spéak from here. I'm
Paul Chramosta. I’m the executive director of the
Minnesota Bicycle & Pedestrian Alliance, and I’'m also a
full-time bike and transit user. I rode my bike tonight
down University. Unlike Mat, I prefer to ride alongside
the bus, either BRT or LRT, as opposed to putting it on the
bus.

I think that in order to create a truly sustainable

multimodal transit corridor along University -- and I‘m a
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proponent of either BRT or LRT running down University. I
especially like the Sibley-Jackson pair regarding BRT down
past some old Army offices and shops down there.

I think that we need full implementation of bicycle
and pedestrian facilities both along and accessible to the
Corridor except, of course, if it’s on 94, and I don’t
think that we should sacrifice safe, fast, and pleasant
pedestrian and bicycle facilities and infrastructure in

order to fully accommodate the current level of automobile

use.

The idea of a modern transit corridor use is to reduce
air toxins, to reduce congestion via these alternatives. I
think we have to -- we should expect that to fulfill

whether it’s BRT or LRT and not that we’re going to
continue with the automobile use on the street.

MR. PROBST: Thank you for your comments.
Anyone else who hasn’t -- yes, sir.

MR. KELLEY: Yes. My name is Daniel Kelley.
I do use the bus, but I didn’t use it coming here today. I
take the bus from my home near St. Clair and Victoria to
work at the airport. I used the bus basically all my life
until 1996, and then I obtained a car which I now use
sometimes.

Ideally when this car goes out -- with the public

transit system, say, as good as -- unless we were not car-




PO

10

11

12

i3

14

15

16

17

18

1%

20

21

22

23

24

25

53

dependent I’d just as soon never have an automobile. 1It’s
simply the structure of the city which makes it necessary
for me to have a car.

In the early 790s I not only didn’t have a car, but I
was unemployed. I was working through temporary agencies,
and I found working through temporary employment agencies
that about 40 percent of the jobs of these agencies require
that you have an automobile, and not having a stable
enployment I couldn’t afford an automobile, and not having
an automobile I was unable to get any type of a job which
would give me stable employment at that time.

Nevertheless, when I look at the cost of LRT, its cost
per passenger mile and so forth, they are extending the
service precisely to areas which are already served by
buses and so forth. What I would need to never be
dependent upon a car again is primarily to expand bus
services or the transit services to areas where it is
presently not being served.

So, for instance, I would be interested in having a
greater amount of transit expanded to areas such as, oh,
Eden Prairie I’'m just saying off the top of my head, places
where there’s a lot of job expansion where you need a car
to get to.

And based on my conversations with many of my

co-workers at the airport, they find that the light rail
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system going out there down the Hiawatha Corridof out to
the Mall of America is not ektending any available transit
service to themselves. What they need -~ and many of these
people, the majority of them do not have cars -- I think
what they desire is greater level of transit service to new
areas which presently can’t be reached by the present
transit system.

I do not see LRT as doing anything to solve this
problem. I perceive it as making the situation worse
because it’s putting a lot of money into areas that are
presently serviced by the bus system.

I read an article once -- this will have to be double
checked, but Los Angeles has recently built a subway
system, and the subway system has -- if I read this article
in the St. Paul paper correctly, has taken -- drained the
money for the system, a lot of financial resocurces, and
hence their bus services have deteriorated. I fear thét
the same thing would happen if we put our efforts into LRT
here. Thank you.

MR. PROBST: Thank you for your conmments.
Is there anyone else who would like to make any formal
verbal comments? Yes, sir. You can speak from there, sir.
MR. PLATH: Sure. My name is Corey Plath.
I live in the south Como area. I sit on the District 6

Land Use Task Force, but my comments will not be
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representative of that council yet, but hopefully I’11 talk

them into it.

You know, I drive a route sales truck nine hours a
day, eight hours a day, sometimes ten, and I spend all my
time on either the streets or the highways, so I’m maybe
much more of an expert than anybody else in this room. I’m
kidding.

(Laughter)

MR. PLATH: I just want to speak in support
of the existing infrastructure, the commuter rail that
you’re thinking of doing, and also the busways. I want to
speak in loud, perhaps not articulate, opposition to LRT.

I think your light rail has run into some problems in
Minneapolis. I think -~- you keep throwing out there’s an
option, and with the exception of maybe one or two
individuals tonight, I think there’s a lot more opposition
than support for light rail, but it’s kept -- keeps on
getting thrown out there.

And, you know, I think to build ilight rail, to tear up
anything you have to tear up and to build it up as you did
with the Hiawatha line, now with the Excel Energy problenms
we’re running into, it leaves a bad taste, and with the bus
changes that you just had in south Como that havenft gone
well and aren’t going very well as far as Gateway as

opposed to Como Place, I think when you’re talking about
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moving people around it’s freedom.

People like freedon. That’s what a car gives us.
That’s why cars dominate societies, but ©0il is a finite
resource. They're not alwaYs going tb dominate society,
but people like freedom. |

And the Met Council has done it themselves. They’ve
answered their own guestion. They’ve -- not constantly,
but they’ve changed bus routes encugh to reflect the
ridership. You build a 1l1ight rail line, that line’s there.
That’s it.

I know the smart growth initiatives that you’re also
doing on different workshops, you’re saying that, you know,
transit could be a building block so then your smart growth
evolves around transit, and I just don’t agree. I think
people wish for freedom.

You know, I’m nét married. I don’t have kids yet or
anything, but I talk to my friends that do and their 1lives
revolve around, you know, going here, going there, and
having the freedom to do it; and as they get older their
lives change, their interests change, their hobbies change.
You have nothing to do with one line on a light rail.

So, again, I oppose light rail, and I just wanted to
go on record saying that.

And another concern of mine, too, is natural

resources. I think with building a light rail line there’s
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obviously a lot of capital cost in that. You know, I think
as you look back in history let’s find, you know, where
does the water go and where does the runoff go, and you
have to answer those questions, and you also have to deal
with it and build for that.

And, you know, where does the existing electric and
conputer lines and phone lines go which youfre dealing with
now on Fifth Avenue or Fifth Street in Minneapolis.

And social change too. You’re talking -- with light
rail you’re talking social change. Since about the ’40s
this is a car society, and I don‘t think building a light
rail line down University -- I respect the need. I know
that there’s a need to improve transportation, but I don’t
think light rail’s going to do it because you‘re talking
about social change, changing people’s views.

You know, like it or not, the minority of people --
there’s a minority of people that ride buses and use mass
transit. The majority take cars. You’re talking social
changes when you want to invest that many millions of
dollars into light rail.

So, again, I support your commuter rail options using
the existing railroads and improving on the bus system and
perhaps using a rapid bus, but I do not support light raiil,
and I don’t think the majority of my friends do. I don’t

think the majority of my fellow council members do. I know
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my neighbors don’t, and I think I speak, you know, for a
broad representation. Thank you.

MR. PROBST: Thanks for your comments.
Anyone else who hasn’t spoken yet? Anyone else who would
iike to speak? Yes, sir.

MR. LUDEMANN: My name is Don Ludemann, and
I'm here tonight wearing two hats. The first is as
president of the Snelling-Hamline Community Council. Our
community council hasn’t taken an official position on the
Central Corridor, but the reason I’m here in that position
is to thank Mr. Morris and others for coming to talk to our
district council to keep us informed. We certainly hope
that that will continue as the scoping process and the EIS
process continues.

A slightly different perspective on the idea of

keeping the community informed, though. I had asked

specifically at an earlier meeting -- I think Mr. Horner

" was speaking to us. I asked specifically if the documents

and all the materials were going to be available in

"multiple languages, and I don’t know if that’s happened yet

or not.

MR. MORRIS: We’ve got a facts sheet on the
project in five languages over there.

MR. LUDEMANN: Okay.

MR. MORRIS: We don’t have every piece of
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paper --

MR. LUDEMANN: Okay.

MR. MORRIS: -- in multiple languages.

MR. LUDEMANN: Excellent. I think that
although I disagree with the gentleman who spoke previous
to me, I do personally favor light rail alignment along
University Avenue. I think keeping the community informed
and keeping all the various constituencies along University
Avenue, Central Corridor informed is very critical.

The second hat that I wear tonight is as the chairman
of the Capitol City Traffic Counting Alliance, and that
group also has not taken a position on the Central
Corridor, but we did just have a pedestrian safety and
traffic counting summit earlier in May, and what David
English who is the traffic counting expert told us is that
we’ve got a very valuable piece of property in the Central
Corridor. The right-of-way, 120 feet or whatever it is, is
a valuable public space and we need to open up that public
space to a variety of modes of transportation; not Jjust the
automobile, but pedestrians and bike, transit users whether
it’s bus or rail.

And I think that I want to thank you for all the work
that you’re doing, and I want those who are currentliy
opposed to the rider transit options to consider the fact

that we’re looking 10, 20 years down the road, and we know
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that the Twin Cities are going to continue to grow and that
the 15 or 20,000 people who are geing to be riding light
rail or riding on the bﬁs 10, 20 years from now aren’t even
here yet. They’re coming in the future, and we ﬁeed to be
prepared for that. Thank you.

MR. PROBST: Thank you for your comments.
Anyone else who would like to speak? You’ve already had an
opportunity, sir.

MR. ROSSBACH: I didn’t get to ask my
questions, and I was invited at the beginning of this
session to ask my questions, and I just waited and waited
and waited for that opportunity, and I was told when you
started out that if anybody had gquestions you would address
those, and I was polite enough to wait when I was asked by
John, and I can’t get my questions asked, and they’re
drifting away here. This is an hour later.

MR. PROBST: Let me ask if there’s anyone
else who would like to speak first, and if not I think
we’ll close the public comment portion.  You’re welcome to
ask a question now or the staff will be here for another
hour if it’s a particular guestion they can address with
you.

MR. ROSSBACH: I think if you’re going to
say you’re going to accept éuestions to discuss what is --

you know, what may be in the presentation not understcod by
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some of us, I think you need to interrupt it at that point
and do it.

I see this doesn’t work at all, and it’s like
everybody thinks that I‘m trying to speak twice, and I‘m
not. I had this question since the beginning there, and
these are the questions:

It’s said that there was an increasing set of criteria
that were used in reducing the number of modes selected,
and I would like to see the order in which those criteria
were and go primary, secondary, and how that was increased.

And the other part of it is they were talking about
reduced headway between buses when they were going to have
light rail in town, and I think -- does reduced headway
mean you have less buses? Is that what it means? Or the
separation is wider? I’m not sure what that reduced
headway exactly means.

And I had a third one, but I’ve lost it. I guess I'm
getting a little irritated in not being able to address
those gquestions, you know, that I had earlier on. I didn’t
do what I was invited to do.

MR. PROBST: Well, I would ask the staff to
respond to those questions as soon as we’re done here.
Anyone else that would like_to speak? If not, we’ll close
the formal comment period for this evening’s meeting.

As I mentioned, staff will be here for another hour if
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you have specific questions you’d like to ask or if you’ad
like more information.

There will be another public scoping meeting tomorrow
night at the Radisson Metrodome on Washington Avenue at the
University, and we’ll proceed from there. Thank you for
coming.

(The meeting concluded at 6:55 p.m.)

* * *

;
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[Slides shown during the presentation.]}
MR. PROBST: Good evening. On behalf of the
Central Corridor Coordinating Committee, I’d like to
welcome you to this evening’s Public Scoping Meeting. This
is the third and final Public Scoping Meeting for the
project at this point.

My name is DPennis Probst. I’m the chair of the
Central Corridor Coordinating Committee. 1I’d like to
introduce two of my colleagues on the coordinating
committee who are also here, Minneapolis Council Member
Joan Campbell in the back, and Jan Morlock from the
University of Minnesota. Thank you both for being here and
for all of your time and effort so far.

This evening’s presentation is the same presentation
that’s been given at the previous two meetings which were
held yesterday. My responsibility this evening is to
moderate the scoping session which -- after about 30
minutes of presentation, which will begin shortly here,
walking you through the project, I will be facilitating a
discussion.

I will invite anyone who would like to speak or
comment on the project to come forward. We’re going to ask
you this evening to use the microphone to my right here if
you would, please, and Holly Halverson who is in the back

will be facilitating this.
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If you have not signed in, please do sign up before
you leave this evening. We’d like to keep a record of
everyone that’s here, and if you give us your address we’ll
get you on the mailing list to receive future newsletters
or other correspondence on the project.

So if you haven’t signed up to speak and you’d like
to, if you could go back and see Holly. When we get
through the list of everyone that has signed up, I will
invite anyone who didn’t sign up, if they’d like to speak,
or if you changed your mind about speaking to come forward
at that time. We do want to hear what you have to say, so
please don’t be bashful about coming up and letting us
know. .

The next item up here is the agenda for tonight’s
meeting this evening. The first two agenda items, the
"Introduction" and "How We Got Here," will be presented by
Steve Morris from the Ramsey County Regional Rail Authority
who will address the purpose of today’s meeting, provide a
history of the project, the public involvement that has
occurred to this point, and also the purpose and need for
the project.

Following Steve’s presentation, John Bednarczyk*frqm
URS~-BRW will ﬁresent the Environmental Review portion of
the agenda. John will describe the environmental review

process, the alternatives considered to address the purpose
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and need for the Corridor, and the issues to be addressed
in the environmental review process, public involvement as
well as the project schedule.

Following John’s presentation, Barry Gore at the far
left here will conclude the formal presentation with a
description of the build alternatives that are being
considered and do a review of the station areas and will
include the design guidelines and proposed station
iocations in his remarks.

We are going to keep the presentation brief. You’ve
hopefully noted already in coming in that there are a
number of displays that have been set up in the back of the
room.

We invite you, after the formal presentation and
comments, if you’d like to spend more time looking at
those, the staff will be here at least until 8 o’clock to
handle any questions that you might have in detail about
those issues, and there is actually three items back on the
desk with Holly that if you haven’t had you might want to
pick up.

The first is the agenda for this evening’s meeting on
the green stock. There’s also a colored brochure regarding
the scoping meeting and process, and the third piece is a
white sheet that is for written comments. So if you choose

not to offer oral comments this evening, but still would
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like to present comments, please do them in writing, and
the comment period will stay open until July 20th. Mr.
Morris will address that a little bit more in his
presentation.

With that I’d 1like to introduce Steve Morris, and
we’ll begin the formal presentation of the scoping.

MR. MORRIS: Thanks, Mr. Probst. To echo
Dennis, thank you all for coming this evening. There are
really three purposes for the meeting. First is an
opportunity to kind of bring initially people up to date in
what’s going on with the project today. The second, as
Dennis mentioned, to get your comments and concerns on the
record; and, third, to inform you how you can be involved
in the project as it goes on down the rocad.

The comment period following the presentation this
evening is an opportunity to enter into the public record
your comments on the project. A court reporter is present
this evening and will be preparing an official transcript
of each of the scoping meetings. We value all of your
comments.

In addition, as was mentioned, you can submit written
comments. We have forms available in the back with Holly
or you could send them to me by E-mail or any other way.
The contact information is on the screen. 1It’s also in the

Scoping Booklet. All of your comments, whether they come
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in this evening or they come in later by July 20th, will be

included in this public record.

A little bit about ‘the project: Policy direction for
the study is provided by the Central Corridor Coordinating
Committee. Dennis Probst here is the chair. He’s one of
the Mn/DOT appointees. Council Member Campbell is from the
City of Minneapolis. A council menmber from St. Paul is
also on; representatives from Hennepin and Ramsey County.
The Metropolitan Council has two members, the University of
Minnesota is represented by Jan Morlock, and the Red Rock
and Northstar Commuter Rail Corridors also have
representation on the committee.

I'd like to spend a moment talking about how we got to
this part of the process. For many years citizens and
policymakers throughout the Twin Cities have recognized the
need for strong transit service and investment in the
Central Corridor, the heart of the Twin Cities-
Metropolitan area.

This slide shows some of the previous studies that
have looked at the Corridor from 1984 through 2000, and I'm
sure you can probably find others if you went back. Two of
the previous studies speéifically identify Light Rail
Transit as the preferred transportation improvement in the
Corridor.

The Midway Corridor Light Rail Transit Draft EIS,




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Corridor financial plan.

Environmental Impact Statement, was prepared in 1990, and
the Central Corridor Alternatives Analysis and
Environmental Impact Statemeht was prepared in 1993.

Given the importance of the Corridor and the number of P
transit modes and alignment options, participating agencies |
initiated this current study to determine the preferreé
transit option for the Corridor. The environment has
changed in many ways and we can’t assume that the old
studies still represent the best solutions.

The transit study methodology used a tiered approach
to provide a comprehensive study to identify potential

improvements in the Corridor. The main elements of the

Central Corridor Transit study are shown here:

Briefly, to evaluate previous studies and
technoleogies, define goals and objectives for the Corridor,
define options to meet those identified goals, provide a
screening process to refine the options and identify a
preferred option, prepare an Environmental Impact Statement

for regulatory agency review, and develop a Central

We’ve now completed the screening process and have

entered the scoping process for the Environmental Impact

Statement, as John Bednarczyk will explain later.
Through this part of the planning process we’ve !r

identified the future transportation needs of the Corridor
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and have developed the gocals of the Central Corridor
Project as follows: First, mobility and accessibility,
econonic development, communities and the environment, and
financial considerations.

The mobility and accessibility includes things 1like
proven technology —-- again, something that has some
experience -- previous transportation investment, previous
development investment, service to markets, connectivity,
travel time savings, residential population and employment
centers served.

In the area of economic development we’re looking at
consistency with local and regional plans, land use
patterns, potential to support'smart growth and livable
communities, business community sentiment, proximity to
planned development and to developable and redevelopable
land.

Another category is communities and environment where
we’re looking at four areas: Compatibility of community
character, existing right-of-way utilization, diversity of
the population served, and community sentiment.

Then in the area of financial cohsiderations, at this
stage we’re looking at capital and right-of-way costs.

As indicated in the negt three slides, we identified
the needs for the Corridor and determined goals to satisfy

those needs. This resulted in the Purpose and Need
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Statement for the Central Corridor, and the highlights are

economic opportunity and investment -- we‘’re looking for
something that supports investments in the infrastructure,

the business and community, to sustain this part of the

- region -- promote a reliable transit system that allows

efficient land use, development patterns, major activity
centers, minimizes parking demand, facilitates the highest

and best use of adjacent properties, gives employers

- confidence that employees can travel to and from work.

In communities and the environment we Want to
facilitate the preservation and enhancement of
neighborhoods in the Corridor; acknowledge the individual
character and aspirations of each place served and of the
region as a whole; to support regional goals for cleaner
air and water, more efficient energy use, and a safer and
healthier environment.

Based on the planning process just described, we have
retained the build alternatives as shown here because they
best meet the needs of the Corridor.

Those alternatives currently under evaluation:

University Avenue Light Rail Transit, Busway/Bus Rapid

Transit along University Avenue, and Light Rail Transit on
Interstate 94. Each of these alternatives has been
described in the Scoping Booklet and will be presented in

greater detail toward the end of the presentation.
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Although two commuter rail options are being
considered as part of the Central Corridor Transit Study,
the evaluation of the commuter rail options will be
deferred to a separate environmental document based on
regional commuter rail connections and system planning,
funding, and operating agency responsibility. Technical
evaluation of the available commuter rail options is
underway.

That concludes my part of the formal presentation.
John Bednarczyk with BRW will now present the third agenda
item entitled "Environmental Review."

MR. BEDNARCZYK: Thank you, Steve. My name
is John Bednarczyk. I’'m a professional engineer. My
responsibility is the management of the Environmental
Impact Statement for the Central Corridor Project.

The Central Corridor Scoping Process is part of a
prescribed planning process to assist decision-makers in
the assessment of potential impacts associated with
proposed Central Corridor alternatives.

The process is required by the Federal Transit
Administration and the National Environmental Policy Act.

The purpose of the Environmental Impact Statement is
to identify potential impacts associated with proposed
Central Corridor alternatives. 1In doing so we determine

the scope required for the Environmental Impact Statement
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documenﬁation. An overview of the Environmental Impact
Statement is shown on this slide.

Its purpose is to refine the alternatives, to document
the decision-making process and the assessment of potential
impacts. It identifies appropriate mitigation measures for
those impacts, and it involves the public in the decision-
making process.

As Steve Morris mentioned, these next two slides show
the modes considered during the screening process to select
the best alternative to serve the purpoSe and needs of the
Central Corridor.

The screening process began with the definition of the
universe of alternatives shown here. You can see that the
universe of alternatives considered all possible transit
options available from a wide range of technologies from
conventional bus service to Persconal Rapid Transit and
Magnetic Levitation.

This universe of alternatives was carried into the
screening process and evaluated in terms of the goals and
objectives of the Central Corridor Project; namely, the
mobility and accessibility, economic development, community
and the environment, and financial considerations.

We used a two-tiered screening process to consider the
universe of alternatives and to reduce the number of modes

to be retained for further analysis. This slide shows how
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the mode screening process worked. We applied increasing
numbers of measures of effectiveness to a reducing number
of modal alternatives.

Three alternatives had the best performance when
evaluated by the goals of the Central Corridor. They are:
University Avenue Light Rail Transit, University Avenue
Busway/Bus Rapid Transit, I-94 Light Rail Transit. Again,
each of the buiid alternatives has been described in your
Scoping Booklets.

Although the I-94 Light Rail Transit alternative has
been included here, we wish to note that it did not compare
favorably with the other alternatives, and we anticipate
that it may be eliminated during the scoping process.

Notice that along with the three build alternatives
which were selected during the screening process, wWe are
also studying a No-Build alternative and the Transportation
System Management alternative. These give us a baseline
for comparative purposes.

The No-Build alternative is defined as the existing
roadways and bus services along with transportation
improvements for which funding has been committed through
the year 2020.

The Transportation System Management alternative
provides a framework for sfrategies that provide lower cost

improvements to the existing transportation network and
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includes infrastructure improvements that will benefit
transportation operations as well as minor roadway
improvements.

The Locally Preferred Investment Strategy will be
identified based on the assessment and documentation of the
relevant social, economic, and environmental issues in the
Environmental Impact Statement.

The purpose of the Environmental Impact Statement
which follows this scoping process is indicated here: To
refine the proposed transportation improvements; to assess
social, econbmic, and environmental impacts; to analyze
transportation system impacts; to prepare capital cost
estimates; and to estimate and analyze operating and
maintenance costs, riaership, and revenue.

The following four slides provides a listing of the
areas that will be assessed to determine social, econonic,
natural or environmental, and transportation impacts.

The social impact analysis includes these: Land use,
neighborhood cohesion, displacements and relocations,
community facilities and services, visual and aesthetic
considerations, cultural resources, parkland/public land,
environmental justice, safety and security, and
construction impact.

Note that the social impact analysis includes

potential impacts to historic resources including
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archaeological and structural resources. This process is
also known as the Section 106 process and includes
identifying and evaluating historic propertiés; assessing
the effects of the undertaking on the historic properties;
and consultation for methods to avoid, minimize, mitigate
adverse effects to them.

Alsco included is the evaluation of the potential for
disproportionate impacts to low-income and minority
populations. This evaluation is termed "Environmental
Justice.™

The economic impact includes these areas: Fiscal
impacts, capital and operating costs, effect on employment,
utilities, secondary development, improved access to jobs,
and funding options.

The environmental or natural impact analysis includes
these areas: Hydrologic and natural features, wetlands,
biological assessment, air quality, noise and vibration,
contaminated and hazardous materials, water guality,
enerqgy, traffic, and construction impact.

The transportation impact analysis includes these
areas: Roadway, transit, and travel time savings.

The Coordinating Committee seeks your help, seeks your
help in refining the alternatives and identifying local
issues and concerns, and identifying how you would like to

get involved.
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Again, the comment period ends July 20th, 2001. All

written comments received by July 20th and the verbal
transcripts received of these meetings will be included in
the Scoping Summary Report. Your participation is
important. The Coordinating Committee values your input
now and throughout the process.

Please make sure that you have signed in at the
registration table. You will receive a project newsletter,
upcoming meeting announcements if you do ask to be included

on the mailing list.

The environmental review time line is shown on these
next two slides. First, please notice that along the
bottom of both slides public involvement has been included
throughout the environmental review process including. ]
workshops; public meetings, web site, newsletters, and .
public outreach activities. I

The first graphic on this time line indicates that the ];?
Notice of Intent has been published in the Federal Register -
and notice for these scoping meetings has been published in
local newspapers. This activity was completed in June

2001.

The circled graphic indicates that we’re now in the

scoping period. We are currently conducting public
meetings and receiving written comments through July 20, r

2001 that will be included in the public record for the
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project.

The scoping period will result in the selection of the
alternatives to be evaluated in the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement. Following the scoping period, we will
begin preparation of the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement, addressing those alternatives selected during
this scoping period. This activity will occur from sumnmer
2001 through winter 2002.

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement will be
completed and distributed during the winter of 2002.

Copies will be provided to regulatory agencies and made
available to the public.

In the winter of 2002, the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement will be submitted for review, and comments will
be received from the public. The preferred alternative for
the Central Corridor will be selected based on this review.

The preparation of the Final Environmental Impact
Statement with the preferred alternative will be completed
in the spring of 2002. It is anticipated that the Federal
Transit Administration will sign the Record of Decision for
the Central Corridor Environmental Impact Statement during
the summer of 2002.

That concludes my part of the formal presentation.
Barrf Gore of BRW-URS will now present the fourth agenda

item, Alignment and Station Area Review. Barry.
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MR. GORE: Thanks, John. I’m Barry Gore.

I'm a planner with BRW working on the Central Corridor
Project. I will describe the alignment alternatives and
the station locations that are currently under
consideration.

As John mentioned, there are two general alignment
alternatives; one following University Avenue and the other
utilizing Interstate-94. I will begin with the LRT
alignment in downtown Minneapolis.

Central Corridor vehicles will use the Hiawatha tracks
and stations that are currently under construction on Fifth
Street. Downtown East will be the first joint station.

The Bus Rapid Transit would operate on Fourth Street.

There are two proposed options for proceeding east
from downtown Minneapolis. The first crosses the
Mississippi on the Washington Avenue bridge, proceeds
through the East Bank of the campus, then onto University
Avenue.

The second option goes north on Chicago, east on
Second, under the 35-W bridge, across what is known as
Bridge 9, and then up into either University and Fourth
Street pair or the north option is to stay in the railrocad
corridor and then back down to University.

The Interstate-94 option east of the University campus

is aligned north of Fourth Street Southeast in the railroad
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corridor, then crosses University Avenue onto Curfew
Street, runs on the north bank of the I-94 Corridor, and
then desceﬁds into the median of the freeway before
Snelling Avenue. The alignment remains in the middle of
the freeway until Rice Street where it turns north to the
State Capitol and south to downtown St. Paul where it would
follow the Cedar Street to Fourth Street alignment.

The proposed University Avenue Light Rail Transit
alignment will place double track in the middle of the
existing right-of-way from the University of Minnesota
campus to Rice Street.

There are two LRT options under consideration for
serving the State Capitol and Downtown St. Paul. The first
option passes in front of the Capitol, then down Cedar
Street, east on Fourth Street to the Union Depot. The
second option under consideration: Stay on University
Avenue, go behind the State cCapitol onto Jackson Street,
into.downtown, and then a pair on Sibley and Jackson, west
on Fourth Street to Rice Park.

The University Avenue Bus Rapid Transit option is
essentially the same as the Light Rail Transit from the
campus to Rice Street. BRT vehicles would proceed south on
Cedar, east on Kelloggq, thep across the river on the Robert
Street bridge. The return trip would follow Minnesota back

to Cedar and then west on University Avenue.
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I’11 now describe the proposed station locations.
Stations, of course, are where riders interact with the
proposed transit facility, and location of stations is,
therefore, an important factor in evaluating alignment
alternatives.

Specifically we’re cbnsidering how the proposed
transit facility will relate to existing planned land uses
and how proposed stations can be integrated into community
settings.

Station planning criteria include corridor scale
issues as well as more site-specific analysis. This slide
summarizes the evaluation of three Xkey criteria: Corridor
fit, station function, and development potential.

The first category of corridor fit looks at
broad-scale land use patterns. By definition the Central
Corridor 1links three major activity centers; downtown
Minneapolis, University of Minnesota Minneapolis campus,
and downtown St. Paul. This link is made through the
Midway area which has a mix of commercial, industrial,
residential uses, and smaller scale community nodes.

An important consideration is the urban environment
along the various alignments in the Corridor.

Station function critexia considers more local and
site-specific issues relating to station location and

design.
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The first and primary criterion is that of ridership,
with land use intensities, patterns, and types, commonly
referred to as Transit-Oriented Development or TOD, as an
indicator of ridership potential.

Access is a key part of evaluating station locations
both in regard to surrounding land uses and circulation
issues such as the intersections, crosswalks, bridges, and
bicycle facilities. Converse of access is barriers, and we
will look at urban design, traffic issues that may impair
access to or egress from stations.

Stations locations and designs must meet standards set
by the Americans with Disabilities Act.

To interface with other modes of transport, especially
bus service, is another criterion used when considering
station function. The 16-A service on University Avenue
would remain, but at longer headways.

In addition to evaluating existing conditions in the
process to select station locations, we’ll also consider
the potential for the proposed transit facility to act as a
catalyst for new development.

This evaluation will consider current land use
patterns around proposed station sites, the availability of
underutilized land, and a general consideration of the real
estate market. This evaluation will focus on planned

development projects as recognized by the city planning
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departments and published reports.

The next four slides provide an idea of the station
prototypes currently under consideration. The University
Avenue LRT or Bus Rapid Transit places the new transit
facility in the center of the existing right-of-way, and
this is where the stations Would also be located for the
majority of the Corridor.

Many of the stations in the University Avenue
alignment would be configured as split-platform stations
with transit vehicles meeting platforms located on the far
side of the intersections.

Another potential configuration is with a single-
center platform which we’re evaluating in the University
campus locations and in downtown St. Paul in proposed-
mid-block areas.

The third prototype is a curbside platform with direct
loading from sidewalks with these proposed stations to be
uéed in areas where the transit facility is a single
guideway running next to curbs; for instancé, the
University Avenue and Fourth Street alignment.

The proposed Interstate-94 stations are located in the
middle of the freeway right-of-way with vertical access
from the existing cross street bridges.

There are no park and ride lots currently under

consideration for any of the alternatives.
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Location-specific designs will be evaluated for each
of the alternatives to understand how stations can be
integrated into neighborhoods and special areas such as the
State Capitol.

The next slide shows the proposed station locations
currently under consideration. From Minneapolis they are
Downtown East, West Bank, East Bank, Stadium Village, 27th
Avenue Southeast, Westgate, Raymond, Fairview, Snelling,
Lexington, Dale, Western, Rice Street.

Following the Jackson alignment we’d have a station at
12th Street, Lowertown, Fourth Street, and Rice Park, or
the Cedar Street alignment we have a station at the State
Capitol, Cedar Street, Fourth Street, Union Depot.

That concludes my part of the formal presentation, and
Mr. Probst will --

MR. PROBST: .= Thank you, Barry. That does
conclude the formal presentation portion of this evening’s
scoping meeting. We’d now like to hear from you.

To provide an opportunity for-those wishing to speak
this evening, actually we have a list here of those of you
who signed up to speak, and we’ll go down in the order that
you did sign up.

We’d like you to actually use the microphone if you
would, please. When you begin state your name clearly so

we know for the record whose comments they were, and we’d
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ask you to limit four comments to no more than five
minutes, please.

And with that let me begin with the first person who
signed up which is Dean Lund.

MR. LUND: I don’t have a prepared
statement, but what I’d like to do 1s have a dialogue with
somebody who is expert on the system. 1In other words, I’d
like to raise some guestions and get a brief answer. 1Is
that possible?

MR. PROBST: It depends on how many
gquestions you have.

MR. LUND: Well, say, four or five.

MR. PROBST: We can take a shot at it.

MR. LUND: Okay. Fine. I happen to live in
Prospect Park, and one of the things that we have a concern
about is the continued availability of local bus service
once the LRT is in place, particularly if it traverses
through our neighborhocod on University Avenue.

The reason I raise that qﬁestion is that almost
certainly the LRT stations will be nowhere nearly near as
convenient as the present local bus which stops at every
corner.

If you’ve ever been in'NeW York, there they have -- in
their subway stations you can either take an express train

or you can take a local train.
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What I’'m asking is: As you plan this system, have you
considered the fact that many people will want to use a
local bus either in combination with the LRT or in lieu of
the LRT, and to what extent does your system really plan to
continue this service?

MR..MORRIS: Just briefly, Metro Transit’s
been involved in discussions about this where it’s a little
premature to have detailed routes, but I think your issue
is exactly right. Nobody expects that Light Rail Transit
or Bus Rapid Transit would serve all the needs that
currently exist in the Corridor. There are really three
types of bus service that are in the Corridor today and
some combination would need to be there.

MR. LUND: All right. Can I continue? All
right. This is a far-out guestion, but has tunneling
through the sandstone that lies under the University been
considered as an option?

I happened to be on a committee with a retired
geologist from the University, and his claim was that this
area is almost unigue in the country in the sense that we
have a strata of hard limestone and soft -- relatively soft
sandstone underneath which makes it possible literally to
tunnel through without having supports, for example, for
railcars.

And if that were done somewhere near the University
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area in southeast -—- I’m not suggesting the whole system do
it that way -- it would be possible to traverse under the
campus without interfering, you know, with surface activity
at all; not only vehicular, but any kind of activity. Just
a qguestion.

MR. PROBST: That is not being considered at
the present time. There is one option that might involve a
shallow tunnel through a portion of it.

MR. LUND: All right. Third question. 1In
your planning process have you considered the possibility
that the southeast industrial area which is now largely
undeveloped and somewhat polluted may become a major
employment center in the future and, therefore, it might be
wise at this juncture to consider how your stops relate to
that industrial area?

MR. PROBST: There is an alignment -- at
least one alignment, if not more -- two that are at least
looking at how service might be addressed there.

MR. LUND: Okay. Fourth guestion. Have you
considered the possible connection between the LRT and the
commuter rail line that may come, let’s say, from generally
northwest and along the BN line and have a station in the
industrial area?

MR. PROBST: That is part of the evaluation

of both commuter rail --
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MR. LUND: Well, the reason —- yeah. The

reason I ask the question is that most of the designs I’ve
seen, particularly those that go along University, the
station would be at least three or four blocks away from a
logical station on the commuter. Obviously, if those
things are going to connect, you may have to do better than
that if it’s really going to be efficient.

The final one kind of relates back to the first one in
a way and maybe it’s redundant, but in your planning
process and as you project ridership, have you delineated
between the ridership that is projected to use a local bus
system as distinct from LRT? It kind of relates to the
first question.

MR. PROBST: I don’t know —-

MR. MORRIS: We haven’t done the full
ridership projections yet, but there will be projections
made in the future without LRT and then with. So, yeah,
you will have a difference.

MR. LUND: All right. But when you project

it, what I’m saying is: 1Is it contemplated that you’re

- going to differentiate at that point what part of the total

ridership is likely to use LRT and what part of the
ridership is going to want to continue to use local bus
service either in combination with the LRT or exclusively?

MR. MORRIS: Generally, yes, but when you
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get down to little fine levels of detail, that sort of

modeling kind of breaks down, but conceptually yes.

MR. LUND: Thank you very much. |

MR. PROBST: Thank you, Mr. Lund. The next
speaker request is from Joe Ring.

MR. RING: My name is Joseph Ring. I'm a
resident of Prospect Park. My reasons for making public
comment are that I’m dealing with a situation which I feel
we’ve been given inaccurate or partial truth information.

The presentation that you’re making tonight was
also -- I was present at the presentation yesterday
morning, and the individual who I was with, Tony Garmers,
who’s our chair of our LRT committee, we both came out of
that meeting with the same impression, and that is that one
of the alignment routes that was being proposed would have
the LRT going up Fourth Street all the way to Berry, and
that was a statement also made this evening, and it was
shown on one of the maps, and the map here in the back is
counter to that in that Fourth Street would not go all the
way to Berry.

This would be very important if you’re a resident of
Prospect Park and you live on Fourth Street because in the
Prospect Park area the LRT yould not go through it.

So making your presentations very accurate and having

graphics which balance or are the same both on the screen
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and on the easel charts in the back I think are very
importaht, and I think for professionals doing their job,
it’s very unsettliing for people like us who try and
assimilate this information and get it straight when you
can‘t get it straight.

The other aspect that I would like to make comment on
is that the Prospect Park community was led to believe that
the scoping session -- the time period would be extended
until the end of August, and we were somewhat alarmed when
we found out that it’s going to be ending at July 20th.

To illustrate that, in your booklet here on page 4 of
your flow chart it states, "Scoping Pericd, Public
Meeting," "Written Comments, June to August 2001," and on
page 5 it states "July 20." Again, the inaccuracy.

The reason that this is a problem to us is our chair
had the, I gquess, misbelief that he would have until the
end of July for us to be able to formulate a policy towards
LRT or transit so that we could vote in a community meeting
on July 23rd. If the comments are closed on July 20th,
even if we vote it won’t be part of the public record.

And, again, this is why accurate information, you know,
given through the system becomes very, very important.
Thank vyou.

MR. PROBST: Thank you for your comments,

Mr. Ring. The next speaker is Barb Thoman.
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MS. THOMAN: Thank you for giving us this

opportunity to comment. My name is Barb Thoman. I live in
St. Paul, and I work for an organization called Transit for
Livable Communities. We are a nonprofit advocate group
that advocates for a greater emphasis on transit use,
biking, and walking.

We support inclusion of light rail on University
Avenue in the EIS. Our organization is a strong supporter
of public transit and a strong supporter of light rail in
this particular Corridor.

We see light rail as a critical link in a vastly
expanded and improved regional public transit system that

includes light rail, commuter rail bus, and enhanced

facilities for pedestrians and for cyclists.

We did a little study here looking at public transit

expenditures around the country and saw that our region

spent only 60 cents on the dollar compared to other regions |

of our size on public transit.

We see LRT as a significant improvement over the bus

on this Corridor because the trains are gquiet; there are no |

diesel emissions; people will have a faster trip; and as a
rider of the 16-A, I can tell you that that is an
incredibly slow trip from qity to city.

Boarding on light rail is easier, and light rail will

take up less right-of-way than we would have for the same
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amount of vehicle traffic with the accommodating parking.

More importantly, though, we see light rail as a
catalyst for a new type of development along the Corridor,
development that is more compact, development that is more
walkable and green, ahd development at a density that is
more appropriate for St. Paul.

We believe that St. Paul can absorb some of the new
residents that are currently moving to the edge of the
region and building their homes and working in areas that
are now ag land and open space.

I’ve had the opportunity to ride light rail across the
Unitedvstates and in a couple cities in Europe, and I
believe that -- what I heard from the people in those
places is that light rail added significantly to those
communities and made them better places to live and better
places to work.

We disagree with those who say light rail is too
expensive. Transportation generally is expensive.
Governments in the region will spend over $2 billion on
transportation in the next three years in our region. One
mile of the Crosstown is going to cost a hundred million.
A parking ramp that’s being planned for the airport is over
a hundred million.

So transportation is expensive, and one of the most

expensive parts of it is what we as individuals spend on
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motor vehicles, and we see light rail and higher density
development as a way that more families in the region can
have more choices and potentially can shed a car. Because
of good bus service, mf family shed a car a number of years
ago and it has saved us significantly.

So we see improved bus service and this light rail run
as providing real significant opportunities for smarter
growth and for more livable communities, and thank you very
much for providing us this opportunity.

MR. PROBST: Thank you for your comments.
The next speaker is Paul Zerby.

MR. ZERBY: Yeah. I’m a resident of
Prospect Park also, and I have a question that I touched on
briefly, I think, with John and Barxy before the formal
presentation.

One of the talking points for the light rail as I’'ve
heard it is that in the University itself and in all of the
surrounding neighborhoods there is enormous pressure on
parking from the private automobiles that we’re all using
including many of the students.

The question is whether there will be any hard data as
to whether or not this system would, in fact, relieve any
of that pressure, and, if so, how that data would be
arrived at?

I understood John to say there would be some modeling

!
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to deal with that, and Barry had raised a kind of practical

question that if you get rid of one car won’t somebody else
come along with another .and put it in the same space.

So I’d like to know as practically and realistically
as we can what if any hard data we have on that.

MR. BEDNARCZYK: Yes, sir. Thank you for
your question. Modeling will be performed to estimate the
number of riders for either Bus Rapid Transit or Light Rail
Transit.

It’s hoped in this process to eliminate automobiles as
the primary mode of travel and to replace it with rapid
transit instead; thereby, eliminating the need for parking
spaces.

MR. ZERBY: How are you going to determine
whether there’s any realistic chance that will, in fact --
that hope would be realized if this took place is what I’m
trying to ask.

MR. BEDNARCZYK: Through the modeling
techniques to represent the approximate number of riders to
use the rapid transit system.

MR. ZERBY: Not to be -- the modeling, that
doesn’t enlighten me very much. I mean will you have data
from other situations which.had been at all comparable
where there’s been actual experience?

MR. BEDNARCZYK: Yes.
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" MR. ZERBY: How do you arrive at that?

MR. BEDNARCZYK: VYes, sir. Tﬁe models are,
in fact, based on actual situations for other rapid transit
facilities throughout the nation.

MR. ZERBY: How fully will that be
explicated in this process so that people can get a handle
on whether it seems like it’s pie in the sky or something
that will actually happen?

MR. PROBST: Well, sir, I think part of the
issue here is that there will be some ability to do some
modeling and draw some conclusions from that, and there’s
anecdotal information available of other sysfems, but I
don’t think therefs any way that anyone can assure you with
absolute certainty what might happen once the system opens.
There will be some human behavior issues here in terms of
how people try to access the systen.

MR. ZERBY: Do you have any idea of the
degree of confidence? Ninety degree of confidence or 807
Seventy-five?

MR. PROBST: I’m not sure we can predict

that.

MR. ZERBY: Thank you.

MR. PROBST: lThanks. " Thank you for your
comments. The next speaker is Matt Clark.

MR. CLARK: Thank you very much. Again, my
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name is Matt Clark, and I'm a resident and employee of
Minneapolis. I’m a resident of Minneapolis, and I work for
Wells Fargo Bank in Minneapolis, and a recent graduate of
the University of Minnesota.

These events to me are kind of like family reunions.

I mean I start to see some of the same people I‘ve seen at
all those other events, and Paul Zerby interviewed me for
the "Southeast Angle,"™ and in that paper I said that 1ightr
rail and the University of Minnesota are a marriage waiting
to happen, and that’s why I’'m here tonight is because I
believe that the Central Corridor needs to be a Light Rail
Transit connection.

I think to continue to talk about bus is going to
undermine what we’re trying to accomplish in the Central
Corridor. For example, one of my friends has already told
me that he’s going to buy land along the Northstar
Corridor, buy a condo in Minneapolis, and have one car.

Because of the commuter rail line that’s proposed and
because of the Central Corridor, he now can get to all the
entertainment events he’s got to go to. He now can get to
his cabin that will be on his new land. He can get to his
boat, and that will be now one less car that’s going to
travel along the national 10 corridor or the I-94 Corridor
because he will take the train to get there as opposed to

driving.
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He is a graduate of the University two years ago. I'm
a graduate of the University this past spring, and I’'m here
to tell you tonight that our generation looks at tramsit
and will look at it differently.

We’re tired of waiting the line to get on the 16. The
16 takes too long to get on, and that’s because those of us
who have a "U" pass have already recognized that transit is
a cost savindgs, a huge cost savings.

My transportation expenditures for 2001 will be $250
for the entire year. I have no car. I don’t plan on
buying a car as I'm in a training program with Wells Fargo
that will take me to San Francisco which also has great
multimodal transportation, but I will not buy a car in the
Twin Cities because I want to prove to people that you can
do it and that the old model streetcars was the way it
should be.

That said, that brings me to Washington Avenue. I
believe that the Central Corridor must feature a Washington
Avenue bridge light rail connection, and I say that because
the Washington Avenue area is the highest density, second
most popular transit destination in the Twin Cities-Metro
area second only to downtown Minneapolis.

For us to utilize a bridge nonconnection would waste
the critical synergy that occurs between students that work

in downtown Minneapolis and come to the University of
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Minnesota for their evening education.

Second of all, it doesn’t provide a good product, and
as an employee of Wells Fargo, we’ve changed banking frbm
banking as a service to banking as a product, and I believe
that transit is a product too.

In order to get people out of their cars for that
first time to say, "Wow, this transit thing is kind of
cool," we have to make it more competitive than it is, and
the people that are choosing to ride transit because it’s a
cost savings are already doing that.

Now we need to take the next step. Wefve got to take
the step that shows people that transit is a better product
than a car and it’s dramatically cheaper. I’m proving that
every day. I ask people how much they spent on gas during
the current gas crisis that we had, and, you know, they’re
complaining. Meanwhile I haven’t spent anything on gas. I
get everywhere I need to go, and I believe that the
developing patterns and the living choices of people are
going to change, and we need to provide them a high-guality
connection.

To close, real quickly, the Riverview Corridor is
already going to be a bus line. That’s fine. The citizens
cf St. Paul -- and I used tp be one because I grew up in
St. Paul Highland Park. We decided that the busway was the

best option for the Riverview Corridor, but St. Paulites
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will be mad if there’s not a high-quality connection.
People do not want to take a train only to transfer to a
bus because mentally it’s not comfortable. We need it to
be a high-quality light rail connection, and, yes, it will
cost more.

I like the idea that we could build it underground. I
think Washington Avenue presents some serious challenges,
and I think we-need to sit down, roll up our sleeves, and
have an honest conversation about what’s wrong with
Washington Avenue because there are problems with it, but I
think for us to go against what Cass Gilbert’s original
intention for Washington Avenue -- it includes a subway
underground.

I noticed that as I worked for the library part-time.
I read through all the drawings, all the writings. Cass
Gilbert a hundred years ago wanted a subway through
Washington Avenue. It would come up right around Oak
Street which is exactly what this proposal says now.

I think we need to stop procrastinating, put in a
high-quality light rail connection down Washington Avenue
and get the buses out of there so that the Northrup Mall

can be a fluid, nice place to walk, go out on dates and

‘have less emission from all the poisonous gases that now

the traffic caused by buses create. Thank you.

MR. PROBST: Thank you, Mr. Clark. Mat
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Hollinshead.

MR. HOLLINSHEAD: I live in St. Paul, grew
up there. I just want to speak to two points. One is the
speaker at last night’s meeting mentioned freedom and
equated it with driving. He said that people want to go
where they want to go when they want to go.

I'd like to talk about three or four other definitions
of freedom. I want to live without a car. I want to live
without breathing dirty air. I want to live so I can step
off the curb on Washington Avenue or any other busy street
along the Central Corridor without fear of getting run
over.

I want to live knowing that my nieces and nephews -~ I
have no kids, but knowing that my nieces and nephews will
have a different world than I do. I want to live without
seeing a car in front of my view before I see everything
else.

I want to live that kind of freedom, and I want to
know from all those people who ask whether 500 million or a
billion dollars is too much to pay for a decent rail
transit system, I want to know what the cost of clean air
is if we don’t have it. I want to know what the cost of
pedestrian safety is if we don’t want to have -- if we
don’t have it. I want to know what the cost of all the

illness and sickness of my nieces and nephews is if we have
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illness and sickness instead of clean air and safety. So I
think there’s guite a different definition of freedom.

I watched the program "Earth on Edge" a few nights ago
on Channel 2, and some pretty credible expert said we have
about 30 years to decide whether we’re going to preserve
the eco system or not.

And for those who think that driving can never be
changed, for those who think the current paradigm is too
big to beat, for those who think that nothing can be done
differently because wellive in a society of so-called free
choice, we’ve got to make the hard decision.

We’ve got to embrace the future, and I happen to think
personally that light rail down the Central Corridor is the
best future, and I think a rail system is the best future.
So that’s one of the points I wanted to make.

Second, I appreciate the previous speaker’s remarks
very much. I took a course here at the University in the
Transportation -- no. I’m sorry. On the West Bank last
year and I took the 16 once a week on Wednesday nights over
and back to attend this course.

I can.tell you that the 16 is crowded not just at rush
hour, but it was crowded at 9:30 when I went home. It was
crowded at 2 o’clock when I came over here to register for
the course. It was crowded in the morning when I went to

the library. It was overcapacity. And light rail can
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provide us twice or three times the capacity at the same or
less operating expense.

So, again, I ask, for all those who think that 500
million or a billion dollars is a price we can’t afford to
pay, how many asthma cases —-- how many tens of thousands of
childhood asthma cases are we going to have in the future?
How much pedestrian death are we going to have?

One of the other speakers at yesterday’s two meetings
made a big deal out of six deaths in Portland because of
light rail. Well, I think two of them were drunks that
were passed out on the rail, and I think one of them was a
suicide. I haven’t verified that, but I’m going to
research it.

What about the 42,000 deaths, fatalities, in cars
every year? What about all the injuries in cars every
year? What’s the price of that? So is 500 million or 600
million or a billion too much to start on a different
paradiém? I den’t think so.

I think we need light rail. I think we need
Washington Avenue right through the center of the
University, and I think a subway would be a good idea, and
I'm not afraid of the price.

I also want to just make a comment. I came here by
bike and by bus on the Number 3. I took the bus on the new

Number 3 route which is a great route, and I noticed with
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satisfaction all the bike racks at all the public spaces in
the University campus coming the short distance from the
Number 3 over to here at the hotel.

Guess what? As soon as I get on private property, not
a single bike rack. Does that tell you something about
what’s good, the public sector investment or the private
sector investment?

For all those people who think there’s virtue only in
the private sector, that’s just a tiny, little example, but
I enter it into the record. Thank you.

MR. PROBST: Thank you, Mr. Hollinshead.
That concludes the list of speakers that signed up. 1Is
there anyone else here who would like to address or do oral
comments? (Pause) Going once, twice.

If not, I want to thank all of you for attending
tonight’s meeting and for your interest in the central
Corridor Transit Project.

If you haven’t signed up, please do as you leave.
Staff will be here for another hour and a half if you’ve
got specific questions you’d like to askX relative to the
information in the back. Again, thanks for being here.

(The meeting concluded at 6:30 p.m.)

* * E
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Transit Project Public Scoping Meeting on the 27th day of
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Minnesotaj;

in Minneapolis,

That the stenographic recording was transcribed under

my direction, and that the foregoing transcript is a true
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j)a%di, G. Omarn.
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