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Greetings,

Below and attached are City of Maple Grove staff comments on Bottineau Draft EIS.  Thank you.

Mike Opatz
Transit Administrator
City of Maple Grove
12800 Arbor Lakes Parkway
P.O. Box 1180
Maple Grove, MN 55311

Phone: 763-494-6005
Fax:  763-494-6421
mopatz@maplegrovemn.gov
www.maplegrovetransit.org

City of Maple Grove
Staff Comments on Bottineau Draft EIS

April 22, 2014

Comment #1

See cut image pasted below from Page 3-7.  The City of Maple Grove would not alter any of
its Maple Grove Transit express routes given the approved Bottineau line alignment/LPA,
which does not serve the City of Maple Grove.  Furthermore, the Route 787 would not be
eliminated.  Maple Grove would likely add local feeder service to the Bottineau line as
demand and funding allows.

mailto:MOpatz@maplegrovemn.gov
mailto:bottineau@hennepin.us
mailto:MOpatz@maplegrovemn.gov
mailto:Brent.Rusco@hennepin.us
mailto:mopatz@maplegrovemn.gov
http://www.maplegrovetransit.org/
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City of Maple Grove

Staff Comments on Bottineau Draft EIS

April 22, 2014



Comment #1

See cut image pasted below from Page 3-7.  The City of Maple Grove would not alter any of its Maple Grove Transit express routes given the approved Bottineau line alignment/LPA, which does not serve the City of Maple Grove.  Furthermore, the Route 787 would not be eliminated.  Maple Grove would likely add local feeder service to the Bottineau line as demand and funding allows.

[image: ]

Comment #2

See cut image below from page 3-8.   The City of Maple Grove would reserve the right to conduct further research on the feasibility of the proposed Route 732 and to be the operator of that route if it decides the route should be implemented.  The implementation would be contingent on additional funding being provided.

[image: ]

Comment #3

See cut image below from page 10-7.  The City of Maple Grove reiterates the statements from above related to page 3-7 given the adopted LPA and how it impacts table10.2.2.  The City of Maple Grove would like to further understand the cost figures listed for the various scenarios, especially the LPA.

[image: ]

Comment #4

On Pages 11-9 and 11-10, the document includes the following:

· While Alternative A-C-D1 and A-C-D2 would have generally good transportation performance, there is uncertainty as to whether or not existing commuter express riders would choose to move from the current Maple Grove express bus service to LRT service, given the high quality of that current service. If this were the case, not all of the ridership benefits.

The above bulleted statement further reinforces the City of Maple Grove’s above comments that we would not alter any of its Maple Grove Transit express routes given the approved Bottineau line alignment/LPA.  If the EIS documents includes concern about Maple Grove express bus riders foregoing their bus option over a rail option that is located in their City, it would be feasible to conclude they would even be less likely to give up their bus option for a rail option that is in Brooklyn Park (the LPA option).
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Comment #2

See cut image below from page 3-8.   The City of Maple Grove would reserve the right to
conduct further research on the feasibility of the proposed Route 732 and to be the operator
of that route if it decides the route should be implemented.  The implementation would be
contingent on additional funding being provided.

Comment #3

See cut image below from page 10-7.  The City of Maple Grove reiterates the statements
from above related to page 3-7 given the adopted LPA and how it impacts table10.2.2.  The
City of Maple Grove would like to further understand the cost figures listed for the various
scenarios, especially the LPA.



Comment #4

On Pages 11-9 and 11-10, the document includes the following:

· While Alternative A-C-D1 and A-C-D2 would have generally good transportation
performance, there is uncertainty as to whether or not existing commuter express riders
would choose to move from the current Maple Grove express bus service to LRT service,
given the high quality of that current service. If this were the case, not all of the ridership
benefits.

The above bulleted statement further reinforces the City of Maple Grove’s above comments
that we would not alter any of its Maple Grove Transit express routes given the approved
Bottineau line alignment/LPA.  If the EIS documents includes concern about Maple Grove
express bus riders foregoing their bus option over a rail option that is located in their City, it
would be feasible to conclude they would even be less likely to give up their bus option for a
rail option that is in Brooklyn Park (the LPA option).



City of Maple Grove 
Staff Comments on Bottineau Draft EIS 

April 22, 2014 

Comment #1 

See cut image pasted below from Page 3-7.  The City of Maple Grove would not alter any of its 
Maple Grove Transit express routes given the approved Bottineau line alignment/LPA, which 
does not serve the City of Maple Grove.  Furthermore, the Route 787 would not be eliminated.  
Maple Grove would likely add local feeder service to the Bottineau line as demand and funding 
allows. 

Comment #2 

See cut image below from page 3-8.   The City of Maple Grove would reserve the right to 
conduct further research on the feasibility of the proposed Route 732 and to be the operator of 
that route if it decides the route should be implemented.  The implementation would be 
contingent on additional funding being provided. 



Comment #3 

See cut image below from page 10-7.  The City of Maple Grove reiterates the statements from 
above related to page 3-7 given the adopted LPA and how it impacts table10.2.2.  The City of 
Maple Grove would like to further understand the cost figures listed for the various scenarios, 
especially the LPA. 

Comment #4 

On Pages 11-9 and 11-10, the document includes the following: 

 While Alternative A-C-D1 and A-C-D2 would have generally good transportation performance,
there is uncertainty as to whether or not existing commuter express riders would choose to move
from the current Maple Grove express bus service to LRT service, given the high quality of that
current service. If this were the case, not all of the ridership benefits.

The above bulleted statement further reinforces the City of Maple Grove’s above comments that 
we would not alter any of its Maple Grove Transit express routes given the approved Bottineau 
line alignment/LPA.  If the EIS documents includes concern about Maple Grove express bus 



riders foregoing their bus option over a rail option that is located in their City, it would be 
feasible to conclude they would even be less likely to give up their bus option for a rail option 
that is in Brooklyn Park (the LPA option). 

 

 

 

 



From: Patrick Peters
To: Bottineau Transitway/Hennepin
Subject: City of Crystal DEIS Comments
Date: Wednesday, May 21, 2014 2:01:48 PM
Attachments: 2014.05.21 DEIS Comment Letter_Executed.pdf

A hard copy of the attached letter is going out in today’s mail, but I thought you might appreciate
having the .pdf as well.

Thanks.

Patrick A. Peters
Community Development Director
City of Crystal
763.531.1130
patrick.peters@crystalmn.gov

mailto:Patrick.Peters@crystalmn.gov
mailto:bottineau@hennepin.us



























From: Leone, Renay
To: Bottineau Transitway/Hennepin
Cc: Youngquist, Jan (jan.youngquist@metc.state.mn.us)
Subject: MPRB Comment Letter to Bottineau LRT DEIS
Date: Tuesday, May 27, 2014 11:23:28 AM
Attachments: MPRB BLRT DEIS Comment Letter.pdf

Please contact me if you have any questions about this letter.  I am also sending a hard copy to your
mailing address.

Renay Leone
Real Estate Planner
Minneapolis Park & Recreation Board
2117 West River Road North
Minneapolis, MN 55411-2227

612-230-6477 direct
612-499-9078 mobile

mailto:RLeone@minneapolisparks.org
mailto:bottineau@hennepin.us
mailto:jan.youngquist@metc.state.mn.us









































































































From: Laszewski, Virginia
To: Bottineau Transitway/Hennepin; public.info@metc.state.mn.us
Cc: Laszewski, Virginia
Subject: Bottineau Transitway DEIS - EPA"s DEIS comment letter, dated 05/27/2014
Date: Wednesday, May 28, 2014 10:43:03 AM
Attachments: EPA-Bottineau-DEIS-Ltr-05-27-2014.pdf

Please see attached pdf file for a copy of EPA’s comments on the above referenced DEIS. 

Thank you,

Virginia Laszewski
Environmental Scientist
US EPA, Region 5
Office of Enforcement and Compliance Assurance (OECA)
NEPA Implementation Section
77 West Jackson, Mail Code E-19J
312/886-7501 (voice)
312/679-2097 (fax)

mailto:Laszewski.Virginia@epa.gov
mailto:bottineau@hennepin.us
mailto:public.info@metc.state.mn.us
mailto:Laszewski.Virginia@epa.gov

















































































From: Brent C Rusco
To: Joseph Scala
Cc: Kimberly R Zlimen
Subject: FW: Bottineau Corridor DEIS - Minneapolis Comments
Date: Wednesday, May 28, 2014 10:56:45 AM
Attachments: DEIS Comments.pdf

Joe,

Please log in these comments.

Brent

From: Pflaum, Donald C. [mailto:Donald.Pflaum@minneapolismn.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 28, 2014 9:58 AM
To: Brent C Rusco
Cc: Joseph R Gladke
Subject: Bottineau Corridor DEIS - Minneapolis Comments

Brent,

On Friday May 23, 2014, the Minneapolis City Council approved the staff comments for the
Bottineau Corridor Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS).
Council Action:  http://www.ci.minneapolis.mn.us/meetings/council/WCMS1P-125136
Transportation and Public Works Committee Materials: 
http://www.minneapolismn.gov/meetings/tpw/WCMS1P-124484

Attached are the approved City of Minneapolis comments.  Please accept this e-mail as the formal
submittal for the City of Minneapolis.

Thank You.

Donald Pflaum, P.E., PTOE
City of Minneapolis Public Works

309 2nd Avenue South – Room 300
Minneapolis, MN 55401-2268
612-673-2129

mailto:/O=HCCENTRALSITE/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=BRENT C. RUSCO681
mailto:Joseph.Scala@hennepin.us
mailto:Kimberly.Zlimen@hennepin.us
http://www.ci.minneapolis.mn.us/meetings/council/WCMS1P-125136
http://www.minneapolismn.gov/meetings/tpw/WCMS1P-124484



Attachment #2 - Bottineau Corridor LRT 


Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comments 


City of Minneapolis 


May 13, 2014 


 


Overall Comments: 


 


1) The City of Minneapolis supports the Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) route.   


2) The City of Minneapolis supports the purpose and need for this project.  


 


The Purpose and Need section of the DEIS accurately describes the reasons why the Bottineau 


Transitway is needed, including:   


(a) The need to provide a higher level of transportation service to North Minneapolis, especially 


for those who do not have a car.  


(b) The need to provide greater connectivity to and between North Minneapolis and the rest of 


the region. This line will increase and expand the connectivity between residents and 


employment opportunities.  


(c) The need to accommodate future population growth (to meet the Metropolitan Council’s 


population projections), to increase new jobs and access to existing jobs, and to strengthen 


neighborhoods. 


 


General Technical Comments: 


 


1) Two local north/south streets that currently have median openings on Olson Highway are 


proposed to be closed, thereby limiting vehicular access to right-in/right-out movement 


(Russell Avenue North and Elmwood Avenue North).  Bicycle and pedestrian crossings must 


be maintained through the alignment, across LRT tracks and Olson at both intersections. 


2) Bicycle and pedestrian crossings exist at four additional locations in alignment with streets 


that do not currently include a vehicle median break (but do have sidewalks) along Olson 


Highway (Queen Avenue North, Sheridan Avenue North, Newton Avenue North, and Logan 


Avenue North).  Bicycle and pedestrian crossings must be maintained through the alignment, 


across LRT tracks and Olson at all four intersections. 


3) Diverted vehicular traffic must be accommodated in a manner that is compatible with the 


surrounding neighborhood context. 


4) The City of Minneapolis is opposed to the placement of the Operations and Maintenance 


Facility for this line within the City of Minneapolis. 


5) Both stations within the corporate boundaries of Minneapolis (Penn and Van White) must be 


constructed. 


6) Construction of both the Golden Valley Road Station and the Plymouth Avenue Station is 


necessary to adequately serve the corridor travelshed, including a significant portion of North 


Minneapolis.  Though these stations are located outside of Minneapolis corporate boundaries, 


they are located close enough to ensure improved access to the regional fixed rail system for 


residents in North Minneapolis, and will improve ridership.  


7) Conduct additional study to ensure the narrowing of Olson Highway so that the combination 


of street and LRT line will help to catalyze a denser, more urban development pattern within 


the corridor; one that will ensure that new development along the line is truly transit-







oriented, rather than highway-oriented.  The existing highway environment needs to be 


redesigned and modified in order to provide greater balance.  Specifically, the roadway needs 


to be designed in order to accommodate the necessary vehicular traffic while also 


accommodating and enhancing connectivity between transit, pedestrian, and bicycle 


networks.  The project office will need to work on this critical topic with Hennepin County 


Community Works and the City of Minneapolis as station area planning progresses.   


8) Specific ridership (not a range) at individual stations must be determined (both boarding and 


alighting).  Further work is needed to determine pedestrian capacity and needed 


infrastructure improvements at the Downtown Minneapolis stations given that the Bottineau 


Corridor will be the fourth LRT line to run along the high-volume 5
th


 Street corridor.  


9) Safety and security at station locations and routes to/from stations is critical.  It is 


recommended that measures such as (but not limited to) surveillance cameras and street 


lighting (per the City of Minneapolis street lighting policy) be installed and that station 


design allows for visibility at stations.  


10) The City of Minneapolis requires that local stormwater policies and ordinances be adhered 


to. Stormwater management, wetland and flood plain mitigation must consider not only the 


specific area of impact, but broader impacts on the local area and regional system. 


11) The City of Minneapolis does not support park-and-ride facilities within City limits.  Vacant 


lots near the proposed Van White Station are needed for TOD redevelopment, which will 


help improve density and ridership at that station. 


12) Traction power substations and signal bungalows must be appropriately placed and the visual 


impact mitigated.  Traction Power Substations should be appropriate for the community 


context, should be landscaped, should be fenced for safety, and should be designed with 


architectural fencing instead of chain link fence.   


13) Utilities and street infrastructure disrupted as part of the project must be replaced at the 


project’s expense.  


14) Noise and vibration from the LRT operations must be mitigated 


15) The City of Minneapolis is opposed to LRT pre-emption at signalized crossings. 


16) The City of Minneapolis supports efforts to minimize project impacts on identified historical 


or cultural resources. 


17) The project must minimize tree loss; salvage trees where possible and replace tress per the 


Minneapolis Park and Recreation Board urban tree policy.  Boulevard design should be 


consistent with the Minneapolis Design Guidelines for Streets and Sidewalks. 


18) Public art must be integrated into station design. 


19) Pedestrian Level Street Lighting should be evaluated in accordance with the City of 


Minneapolis Street Lighting Policy.  Traffic impacts to the Olson Highway/I-94 bridge need 


to be mitigated.  Any ornamental railings and artwork must be salvaged.   


20) Catenary poles along Olson Highway should reflect the same style used along University 


Avenue (painted tapered tubular design). 


21) Embedded track should be constructed along the entire length of Olson Highway. 


22) Best practices for mitigating the construction impacts for local businesses should be 


implemented. 


23) Traffic impacts along the corridor need to be mitigated, especially traffic impacts to the 


Olson Highway/I-94 Bridge, the segment east of I-94 into the Interchange, and the at-grade 


crossing at 7
th


Street10
th


Street. 







The general technical comments above and the detailed technical comments found in this 


attachment will help mitigate the impacts of the project and will better serve the needs of 


Minneapolis. 


 


Detailed Technical Comments (By Chapter): 


 


Executive Summary  


 No Comments 


 


Chapter 1 –Purpose and Need 


 Page 1-10, Section 1.3 – The purpose statement is just about transportation for businesses 


and people. It should also include reference for serving and creating transit-supportive 


development opportunities along the line, particularly near station areas. This is inherent 


in how station areas are designed so should be identified up front as part of the purpose of 


this project. 


 Page 1-25, Table 1.5-1 – The development section of this table should more specifically 


reference development near station areas, in addition to the more general language here. 


 


Chapter 2 –Alternatives 


 The City of Minneapolis concurs that LRT on the D1 alignment is the preferred 


alternative. For the D1 and D Common portion of the LPA that runs along Olson 


Memorial Highway (Hwy 55) there are significant impacts to the bike, vehicular, and 


pedestrian function for the surrounding neighborhoods; there are potential visual impacts; 


and there is limited development potential. The corridor is currently a barrier between the 


communities to the north and south of the highway and the addition of the LRT should 


not further complicate this condition; it should resolve this condition by connecting 


communities.  Decisions about the impacts of the D1 and D Common alignment on Olson 


Memorial Highway are based on assumptions of traffic operations and do not consider all 


of the above noted impacts. The future design and function of LRT on Olson Memorial 


Highway should not be precluded by these traffic assumptions and should be based on a 


study of the feasibility of, but not limited to, a combination of travel lane reductions, 


travel lane narrowing, elimination or relocation of frontage roads, and other pedestrian 


access and safety strategies with the intent of creating developable parcels at station areas 


and along Olson Memorial Highway.  The DEIS, station area planning, and future stages 


of the project should consider the form, function, and visual impacts of Olson Memorial 


Highway to mitigate any negative impacts and to create significant development 


opportunity and pedestrian and bike access and safety. The completed traffic study for 


Olson Memorial Highway, while acceptable for studying traffic impacts, based on current 


operating assumptions, does not address the larger issues of development potential, 


connections between neighborhoods, and the barrier that Olson Memorial Highway 


creates between neighborhoods and that will be exacerbated by the addition of LRT 


without appropriate mitigation or planning.  Additional study is needed to consider this 







issue in relation to station area planning, enhancing TOD opportunities and creating 


nodes where population and employment density can be increased. 


 Page 2-13, Table 2.4-1 – The Golden Valley Rd and Plymouth Avenue stations are 


needed for reasons beyond the initial forecasted ridership such as access to transit, 


economic opportunities, access to jobs, and access to Theodore Wirth Regional Park from 


other parts of the region. 


 Page 2-14, Operations and Maintenance Facility – The city supports proposed OMF sites 


in Brooklyn Park. 


 Page 2-18, Traction Power Substations (TPSS) – The DEIS states that TPSS locations are 


anticipated to be within the existing right-of-way. If in fact private property acquisition is 


needed, there should be early notification of impacted property owners to ensure time for 


coordination/negotiation. The City of Minneapolis will also want to review in more detail 


the location of the TPSS sites as they are refined. It should be a priority to place these in 


unobtrusive locations, such as under overpasses, and to appropriately screen them from 


view with architectural fencing and landscaping. 


 Page 2-18, Trackway – Embedded track should be utilized on the D1 and D Common 


portions of the project in the Hwy 55 corridor. 


 


 


Chapter 3 –Transportation Analysis 


 General Comment -  The construction of LRT should be designed and built in a way to 


enhance connectivity rather than compounding disconnectivity between places and 


neighborhoods.   


 Page 3.3.5 –More study is needed to look at traffic, pedestrian, and development impacts 


at Hwy 55 and Penn, Van White, and the 7
th


 St/6
th


 Ave area near Target Field.   


 Page 3-4, Affected Environment – Please analyze the transit service area past the 


southern edge at Highway 55.  For example, Route 9 serves the neighborhood 


immediately to the south, but is not mentioned here. 


 Page 3-6, Table 3.1.1 – More information is necessary regarding the elimination of route 


19H; Consider adding evaluation of Route 30. 


 Page 3-15, Footnote – The CCLRT is a good place to start with the process. However, 


some concerns were raised by the stakeholders along CCLRT in response to perceived 


deficiencies and limitations in the outreach. It would be better to state it would be the 


intent to “build upon” what was done along CCLRT rather than to say it would simply be 


replicated. 


 Page 3-31, Alignment D2 – The restriction of traffic on many cross-streets (cul-de-sacs 


and right-in/right-out) can have a negative impact on traffic flows in the larger area.  Any 


necessary modifications to the vehicular circulation system must be made in a way that is 


urban in character, not suburban.  Modifications that eliminate vehicular connectivity 







should not be de facto interuptions to the pedestrian and bicycle networks that currently 


exist or potentially might be built in order to enhance the urban grid.   


 Page 3-31, Table 3.2-2 – More information will be necessary about the bridge 


modifications to assess their impacts. 


 Page 3-32, Alignment D – The elimination of the pedestrian crossing of TH 55 on the 


west side of Lyndale is problematic. This crossing connects two residential 


neighborhoods, and there are few nearby alternatives for those wishing to cross on foot. 


Removal of a designated crossing may encourage illegal and potentially unsafe crossing 


in the vicinity. Is there a potential to add a pedestrian actuated signal to ensure it does not 


interfere with normal signal operations when no pedestrian is present? 


 Page 3-36, Alignment D1 – The closure of pedestrian crossings at three consecutive 


streets crossing Highway 55 (Queen, Russell, and Sheridan) creates a fairly large gap in 


the pedestrian network. Will there be any barriers to discourage or prevent crossing? Was 


there any assessment if a significant number of people currently use these crossings? 


 Page 3-37, Alignment D2 – As with vehicle traffic, this route alignment greatly curtails 


pedestrian connectivity in this area. This is indicated later on p. 4-36. 


 Page 3-37, Alignment D - The closure of pedestrian crossings at three consecutive streets 


crossing Highway 55 (Oliver, Newton, Logan, and James) creates gaps in the pedestrian 


network. Will there be any barriers to discourage or prevent crossing, and what would 


those likely be? Was there any assessment if a significant number of people currently use 


these crossings? How will remaining pedestrian crossings be enhanced? 


 Page 3-45, 3.5.3 Alignment D2 – Removal of parking may negatively impact businesses 


and residences in the area that depend on on-street parking due to limited off-street 


parking. It is unclear from later in the text (3-53) if the project would propose funding the 


construction of off-street parking to mitigate the loss of on street spaces. 


 Page 3.36 – Under Alignment D1, the non-signalized pedestrian crossings of TH 55 at the 


intersections with Sheridan, Russell, and Queen Avenues would be closed. The nearest 


pedestrian crossings are at Thomas Avenue to the west and Penn Avenue to the east. It is 


expected that pedestrian crossings will increase at proximate signalized intersections due 


to diverted traffic from closed crossings and increased activity at and around station 


areas. Pedestrian safety enhancements should be made at these crossings, especially at the 


unsignalized intersection of Thomas Avenue. General strategies to improve pedestrian 


safety and comfort should include, but are not limited to, a combination of the following: 


travel lane reduction, travel lane narrowing, curb extensions, pedestrian median waiting 


areas, durable enhanced crosswalk markings, and landscaping. 


 Page 3.37 – Under Alignment D2, pedestrians would be allowed to cross the LRT 


guideway only at signalized intersections along West Broadway Avenue and along Penn 


Avenue. Along West Broadway the unmarked pedestrian crossings of 27
th


 


Avenue/Thomas Avenue and Sheridan Avenue would be closed. The nearest pedestrian 


crossings are at 29
th


 Avenue, 26
th


 Avenue, and Penn Avenue. Along Penne Avenue, the 







unmarked pedestrian crossings of 21
st
, 17


th
, 15


th
, 14


th
, 12


th
, and 8


th
 Avenues would be 


closed. The nearest pedestrian crossings that would remain open are at West Broadway 


Avenue, Golden Valley Road, 16
th


 Avenue, Plymouth Avenue, Oak Park Avenue, and 


TH 55. It is expected that pedestrian crossings will increase at proximate signalized 


intersections due to diverted traffic from closed crossings and increased activity at and 


around station areas. Pedestrian safety enhancements should be made at these crossings. 


General strategies to improve pedestrian safety and comfort should include, but are not 


limited to, a combination of the following: travel lane reduction, travel lane narrowing, 


curb extensions, pedestrian median waiting areas, durable enhanced crosswalk markings, 


and landscaping. 


 Page 3.37 – Under Alignment D2, the crossing of West Broadway Avenue at 27
th


 


Avenue/Thomas Avenue would be closed. The 2011 Minneapolis Bicycle Master Plan 


identifies Thomas Avenue as a bicycle boulevard from 42
nd


 Avenue to Oak Park Avenue. 


This bikeway is planned, but currently unfunded. A closure of 27
th


 Avenue/Thomas 


Avenue at West Broadway Avenue would create a barrier and disrupt a continuous 


bicycle boulevard route along Thomas Avenue. The future bikeway would need to be 


rerouted to cross West Broadway Avenue at 26
th


 or 29
th


 Avenue. 


 Page 3.37 – Under Alignment D2, the crossing of Penn Avenue at 8
th


 Avenue would be 


closed. The 2011 Minneapolis Bicycle Master Plan identifies 8
th


 Avenue as a signed 


bicycle route from Theodore Wirth Park to Van White Boulevard. This bikeway is 


planned, but currently unfunded. A closure of 8
th


 Avenue at Penn Avenue would create a 


barrier and disrupt a continuous bikeway along 8
th


 Avenue. The future bikeway would 


need to be rerouted to cross Penn Avenue at Oak Park Avenue. 


 Page 3.37 – Under Alignment D2, the signalized intersection of Oak Park Avenue at 


Penn Avenue would remain open. The 2011 Minneapolis Bicycle Master Plan identifies 


Oak Park Avenue as a bicycle boulevard from Theodore Wirth Park to Irving Avenue. 


This bikeway is planned, but currently unfunded. Maintaining east-west bicycle access at 


the intersection of Oak Park Avenue and Penn Avenue would preserve a continuous route 


for a future bikeway. 


 Page 3.37 – Under Alignment D2, bicyclists would share roadway lanes with vehicular 


traffic on West Broadway and Penn Avenues. There are currently no bicycle facilities on 


West Broadway and Penn Avenues, so the existing conditions would be maintained. 


However, future conditions may include a bicycle facility. The 2011 Minneapolis Bicycle 


Master Plan identifies bike lanes on Penn Avenue between 42
nd


 Avenue and the south I-


394 Frontage Road. With the addition of the LRT guideway system along Penn Avenue, 


it appears that there will not be enough right-of-way to accommodate bike lanes of a 


minimum standard width. Under Alignment D2, bike lanes on Penn Avenue between 


West Broadway Avenue and TH 55 would not be feasible. Access Minneapolis, the City 


of Minneapolis’ transportation management plan includes a provision for such cases: If a 


bikeway identified on the 2011 Minneapolis Bicycle Master Plan cannot be installed on 







the target street, a parallel bikeway should be installed that serves the same travel shed. 


Under Alignment D2, this provision would need to be executed. 


 Page 3.37 – Under Alignment D Common Section, the non-signalized pedestrian 


crossings of TH 55 at the intersections of Oliver, Newton, Logan, and James would be 


closed. It is expected that pedestrian crossings will increase at proximate signalized 


intersections due to diverted traffic from closed crossings and increased activity at and 


around station areas. Pedestrian safety enhancements should be made at these crossings. 


General strategies to improve pedestrian safety and comfort should include, but are not 


limited to, a combination of the following: travel lane reduction, travel lane narrowing, 


curb extensions, pedestrian median waiting areas, durable enhanced crosswalk markings, 


and landscaping. 


 Page 3.37 – The existing marked pedestrian crossing of TH 55 at West Lyndale Avenue 


would also be closed due to the number of lanes that would need to be crossed, the 


resulting number of vehicle conflicts, and poor signal operations. It is recommended that 


two considerations are made with respect to this proposed closure. First, evaluate if the 


hazards identified can be mitigated through travel lane reeducation, lead pedestrian 


intervals, protected signal phasing, durable and enhanced crosswalk markings, or other 


pedestrian safety measures. Second, if the crossing is closed, ensure that pedestrian 


access is physically restricted to ensure that there is no expectation that this is a safe and 


legal pedestrian crossing. 


 General comments for Section 3.4 Pedestrians and Bicycles. Evaluating the alternatives 


from the perspective of pedestrian and bicycle impacts, the Locally Preferred Alternative 


D-D1 has less of a negative impact than Alternative D-D2. Both Alternatives D-D1 and 


D-D2 significantly impact the urban street grid by closing off local pedestrian and bicycle 


access at many crossings. The relative severity of impacts is greater for Alterative D-D2 


because the urban street grid is more intact along West Broadway Avenue and Penn 


Avenue than along TH 55. West Broadway Avenue and Penn Avenue currently have 


narrower street widths, with fewer travel lanes and more pedestrian destinations. TH 55 is 


currently much wider with a greater number of travel lanes and a limited number of 


pedestrian destinations. To preserve existing pedestrian environments, it would be better 


to close crossings along TH 55 where the walkability is quite low, rather than close 


crossings along West Broadway Avenue and Penn Avenue, where the walkability is 


relatively higher. 


 


Chapter 4 –Community and Social Analysis  


 


 For the entire chapter, it should be kept in mind that the construction of LRT should be 


designed and built in a way to enhance connectivity rather than compounding 


disconnectivity between places and neighborhoods.   


 Page 4.3.4.1–Traction Power Station locations are important, and should be strategically 


sited/mitigated, especially if one is needed in Theodore Wirth Park.  







 Page 4-5, Alignment D – the language about Urban Neighborhoods should be amended to 


read “ Urban Neighborhood is a predominantly residential area with a range of densities 


that may include other small-scale uses, including neighborhood-serving commercial, and 


institutional and semi-public uses (for example, schools, community centers, religious 


institutions, public safety facilities, etc.) scattered throughout. More intensive non-


residential uses may be located in neighborhoods closer to Downtown and around 


Growth Centers. 


 Page 4-5 – For the D1 Alignment the DEIS states: “As shown in Exhibit 4-11, the 


primary land uses are park and low-density residential uses with no plans for changes in 


the future. Along TH 55, existing and future planned land uses are primarily low-density 


residential uses.”  Language should be added to say that “future land use in the station 


areas will be evaluated in the station area planning process, which may result in amended 


land use policy and maps as a part of the adopted station area plans.” 


 Page 4.6.4.1- Acquisition impacts are small in Minneapolis using the preferred 


alternative, but the potential redevelopment opportunities are also small, due to station 


location and the elevation/disconnection with neighbors to the east. 


 Page 4-6 – For the D common alignments, add language to say that “future land use in 


the station areas will be evaluated in the station area planning process.”  (1) At the Van 


White Station area there a several large vacant properties that are potential development 


sites and other underutilized sites that could be intensified with development.  Station 


area planning will evaluate and recommend the most appropriate form and type of transit 


oriented development for these parcels and the surrounding station area, which may result 


in amended land use policy and maps with the adoption of the station area plans. (2) At 


the Penn Avenue/Hwy 55 station area, while there are not large vacant parcels and the 


area is predominantly single-family homes, station area planning will evaluate and 


recommend the most appropriate form and type of land use for the surrounding station 


area. At this station area higher density and intensity land uses will depend on a long-


term strategy of parcel assemblage and strategies that could include the narrowing and/or 


elimination of travel lanes on Hwy 55 and frontage roads along Hwy 55, all which should 


be studied in the station area planning process. Station area planning will evaluate and 


recommend the most appropriate form and type of transit oriented development for these 


parcels and the surrounding station area, which may result in amended land use policy 


and maps with the adoption of the station area plans.  


 Page 4-18, Minneapolis – The section describing the Near-North neighborhood 


references areas in the Sumner-Glenwood neighborhood. The section should be revised. 


 Page 4-33, Alignment D2 – The project would have direct and significant impacts to 


community character and cohesion that would need to be mitigated. 


 Page 4-39, Table 4.3-3 – Alignment D2 would result in major impacts in terms of 


property acquisitions, and would involve the displacement of a large number of residents, 


some of which are low income. This would need to be mitigated. 







 Page 4-61, Table 4.4-1 – Alignment D2 would have an adverse effect on the Homewood 


historic district, as well as significant visual impacts on area resources. 


 Page 4-74 – Impacts from Alignment D1 on Wirth Park should be mitigated with 


additional planting and screening as needed, since the project will involve thinning out 


the vegetation in the area. This is suggested later on p. 4-76.  However, vegetation should 


not be allowed to block station areas and their access points in a way that is unsafe and 


obscures activity. 


 Page 4-84, Design Elements – Safety and security should be addressed not only in station 


area design, but along major pedestrian routes leading to the stations (including those 


within the 0.25 mile radius called out earlier in this section). These should be visible, well 


lighted, and regularly monitored. This should be true throughout the corridor, including 


residential areas, parklands, and rail corridors that otherwise might have little traffic and 


activity, and therefore may result in travelers being more isolated. 


 


Chapter 5 –Physical and Environmental Analysis 


 City Water Utilities - This comment is to address the large water mains that may be 


affected by the future Bottineau LRT line as indicated by the current layout shown on the 


Met Council web page (http://www.metrocouncil.org/Transportation/Projects/Furture-


Projects/Bottineau-Transitway/Bottineau-Maps/Bottineau-Transitway-Map-Large.aspx).  


There are many smaller water mains that cross under the proposed Bottineau line and the 


final condition of those mains will need to be addressed eventually.  The large water 


mains of concern are as follows:  There is a 36-inch water main in Aldrich Avenue North 


crossing under Olson Memorial, there is a 24-inch water main in Penn Avenue North 


crossing under Olson Memorial and there is a 48-inch water main crossing under the 


existing tracks just north of Golden Valley Road at the western border of the City.  These 


mains need to remain in place and at a minimum will need to be cathodically protected 


under the tracks and isolated on either side of the future track alignment.  Concrete 


encasement of each of these mains may be necessary and if deemed necessary, the 


existing pipe to be concrete encased shall be removed and replace with new pipe prior to 


concrete encasement.   This work to alter the existing pipe shall only occur during the 


time frame between the months of October and April inclusive. 


 Page 5-9 – Table 5.1-3, Alignment D - In addition to the sanitary sewer line running 


located on the south side of TH55/ 6
th


 Ave N, there are several sanitary sewers crossing 


TH 55/ 6
th


 Ave N 


 Page 5-11, Overhead Utilities – More information is needed about the potential need for 


relocation of overhead utility poles, particularly those requiring relocation outside of 


transitway right-of-way. Would this require additional land purchases and/or easements, 


over and above what is already identified? Is there a potential to move some of the power 


lines underground as part of this project? What are the costs?  What models are being 


used in other metropolitan areas to address and mitigate the conflicts brought about by 


overhad utilities and urban development? From the engineering drawings, it appears this 



http://www.metrocouncil.org/Transportation/Projects/Furture-Projects/Bottineau-Transitway/Bottineau-Maps/Bottineau-Transitway-Map-Large.aspx

http://www.metrocouncil.org/Transportation/Projects/Furture-Projects/Bottineau-Transitway/Bottineau-Maps/Bottineau-Transitway-Map-Large.aspx





will result in high voltage transmission lines right on the edge of the BNSF right-of-way 


that is adjacent to residential areas.  Is there accommodation of a needed easement for 


this outside the ROW, for both maintenance and to account for the fall distance of the 


poles? 


 Page 5-21, Alignment D1 – More information is needed about potential location of 


floodplain storage mitigation, and its impacts on the surrounding area, including 


parkland, the golf course, and any nearby residential areas that might be impacted. 


 Page 5-23, Figure 5.2-6 – The locations identified for potential floodplain mitigation 


appear to be on land currently being used for a trail loop around the perimeter of Wirth 


Park that connects with the Luce Line Trail and various park amenities; would this 


require a trail relocation? 


 Page 5-24, Wetlands – There are significant wetland impacts outside the city limits.  To 


mitigate the wetlands new wetlands must be created.  It should be noted that there is no 


room for replacement wetlands within the city.  Vacant parcels within the city are needed 


for redevelopment.  The construction of this line should not contribute to the pollution of 


the Basset Creek Valley watershed; it should continue toward – or at least not complicate 


– the clean up of this watershed. 


 Page 5-49, Noise – The project noise levels for D1 and D2 reflect moderate to severe 


impacts compared with existing ambient noise levels. How will this be mitigated? 


 Page 5-61, Table 5.6-9 – Noise barriers are called out as a potential mitigation strategy 


for D1 noise impacts. More information is needed regarding the type, placement, and size 


of these walls. This mitigation measure should also be considered in context of other 


factors, such as blocking views of the park amenity from adjacent residential 


communities, likelihood of graffiti/tagging on barriers in less populated areas, and public 


safety issues associated with areas blocked from view by barriers. These issues should be 


addressed through a robust and inclusive community engagement process to ascertain 


community preference. Additionally, more information is needed regarding the potential 


use of sound insulation along D1 and D2 – how would this be implemented? This could 


be an environmental justice issue. 


 Page 5-71, Table 5.7-6 – The D2 option would need proactive outreach early in the 


design process to KMOJ and medical care facilities regarding noise and vibration issues 


early in the process to determine if special mitigation needed. While the analysis suggests 


this is not the case, this could possibly be disputed. 


 Page 5-92, 5.8.5 – This section says there will be no impact on the wetland habitat of 


Blanding’s Turtle. However, the floodplain mitigation section says there will be new 


floodplain storage, likely constructed near to existing wetland areas, required as part of 


the project, which could impact the wetlands. This should be addressed in more detail. 


(This is discussed to an extent on p. 8-20) 


 Page 5-93 – 5.9.1 States that Physical Infrastructure (storm sewer) associated with 


stormwater management is discussed in Section 5.1, but Section 5.1. (page 5.8) says the 


existing storm sewers are discussed in detail in the Stormwater Technical Report 







(Appendix F) which does not discuss storm sewer infrastructure in detail. It just discusses 


stormwater management and mentioned the need to reconfigure storm sewer utilities. The 


impacts to Old Basset Creek tunnel crossing in particular should be discussed in more 


detail. 


 Page 5-97 – Table 5.9-2 – Line MPCA (Cities) indicates that these requirements are also 


the Cities’.  This is not correct. This is a copy of Table 3 from the stormwater technical 


report, but it does not say Cities under MPCA. Neither table actually lists the City 


requirements. 


 Page 5-101, Table 5.9-4 – For Alignment D, are the ditches identified for infiltration 


existing, and do they have adequate size and capacity for what is proposed? Looking at 


the cross sections provided, ditches do not appear in most of them. For alignments D2 


and D, have locations been identified for the proposed pond and infiltration BMPs? This 


urban environment is fairly constrained, with limited land available for improvements 


such as these. Maps are shown for locations along Alignments A-C, but not for the 


others. 


 Page 5-110, Alignment D – The analysis does not take this into account directly, but the 


presence of institutions serving vulnerable populations (e.g. youth and elderly), including 


a day care, school, library, and low income housing, suggests a priority in finding ways to 


mitigate air quality impacts. This includes optimizing travel to avoid lengthy queues and 


idling at intersections. This is also potentially an environmental justice issue, since low 


income and minority populations are disproportionately impacted. When there are 


deficiencies in modeling (as noted here), there should be a commitment to following up 


with adjustments as needed once the project has advanced. 


 


Chapter 6 –Indirect Effects and Cumulative Impacts 


 


 Page 6-6, Table 6.3-1 – While the text states that the actions listed here are in no way 


dependent on the completion of the Bottineau transitway, it is possible that some 


additional development may occur in the Downtown/North Loop station areas of 


Alignment D at least in part related to improved transit connectivity through this and 


other projects (although some of it will occur regardless). 


 Additional development is intended and expected along the Olson Highway portion of the 


project.  For the D common alignments, future land use in the station areas will be 


evaluated in the station area planning process.  (1) At the Van White Station area there 


are several large vacant properties that are potential development sites and other 


underutilized sites that could be intensified with development.  Station area planning will 


evaluate and recommend the most appropriate form and type of transit oriented 


development for these parcels and the surrounding station area, which may result in 


amended land use policy and maps with the adoption of the station area plans. (2) At the 


Penn Avenue/Hwy 55 station area, while there are not large vacant parcels and the area is 


predominantly single-family homes, station area planning will evaluate and recommend 


the most appropriate form and type of land use for the surrounding station area. At this 







station area higher density and intensity land uses will depend on a long-term strategy of 


parcel assemblage and strategies that could include the narrowing and/or elimination of 


travel lanes on Hwy 55 and frontage roads along Hwy 55, all which should be studied in 


the station area planning process. Station area planning will evaluate and recommend the 


most appropriate form and type of transit oriented development for these parcels and the 


surrounding station area, which may result in amended land use policy and maps with the 


adoption of the station area plans.  


 Page 6-9, 6.4.1 – This section states that bicycle and pedestrian activity is likely to 


increase as a result of this project. However, the project proposes closing a number of 


currently active pedestrian crossings. How are these two things being reconciled? Will 


the project support pedestrian connectivity in other ways?  Construction of LRT should 


be designed and built in a way to enhance connectivity rather than compounding 


disconnectivity between places and neighborhoods.  Any necessary modifications to the 


vehicular circulation system must be made in a way that is urban in character, not 


suburban.  Modifications that eliminate vehicular connectivity should not be de facto 


interuptions to the pedestrian and bicycle networks that currently exist or potentially 


might be built in order to enhance the urban grid.   


 Page 6-13, 6.4.10 – The potential to negatively impact lower income populations due to 


increased property values is called out as an indirect and cumulative impact. No 


mitigation is identified. However, regional planning for affordable housing specifically 


prioritizes supporting funding affordable units near transit stations. While this wouldn’t 


be undertaken as part of the Bottineau transitway project itself, it could be considered a 


form of mitigation. This was a major discussion topic along the CCLRT alignment, and 


has resulted in significant investment in new affordable housing there. 


 


Chapter 7 –Environmental Justice 


 Page 7-3, Table 7.3-1 – If available, it would also be interesting to be able to contrast the 


minority percentages with other transitway corridors in the region, to allow for more 


ready comparison of the strategies being used in each area. While the methodology 


focuses on equal treatment of all populations in the study area, it should be noted that 


Bottineau has a higher overall concentration of low income and minority populations, and 


environmental justice should take into account not just approaches within the Bottineau 


corridor but along other comparable corridors as well.  


 Page 7-21, 7.4.3 – The list of ways that input from the meetings impacted the project and 


DEIS to date is a good start. It would be helpful to understand if there were any major 


concerns raised by the community about the project, and how those were addressed.  


 Page 7-23, Safety and Security – This should consider ways to create safe routes to the 


transit station in addition to the conditions at the stations. 


 Page 7-25, Pedestrian and bicycle facilities – the Hwy 55 corridor will have impacts on 


bike and pedestrian facilities that need to be mitigated. 







 Page 7-27, Visual/Aesthetics – If the noise barriers are constructed as mitigation, this will 


have some visual impacts on the community (including potentially blocking views of the 


park); it doesn’t appear that this is taken into consideration here; while they are not fully 


defined, it appears that they will be near to low income communities. 


 Page 7-33, 7.5.3.1 – As the project advances, it will be important to ensure that overall 


service levels on connecting bus routes remain at current levels or better. There could be 


an unintended negative impact on local riders if local bus service is replaced in any way 


by light rail, resulting in longer headways and station locations that are farther apart. This 


does not appear to be the plan, but there will no doubt be a route study at some point to 


look at potential changes to nearby routes. 


 Page 7-34, 7.5.3.3 – Will there be an effort to hire DBE/WBE firms and employees 


during the construction phase? Local employment in the project would be a significant 


benefit. 


 Wetlands in Golden Valley are part of the Basset Creek Valley Watershed (BCV) and 


these flow into the corporate boundaries of the the City of Minneapolis.  This line should 


not contribute to the pollution of the BCV watershed; it should continue toward – or at 


least not complicate – the clean up of this watershed. 


 


Chapter 8 –Draft Section (4f) Evaluation 


 The City of Minneapolis recognizes that the Minneapolis Park and Recreation Board is 


the local park authority responsible for determining parkland impacts.   


 Page 8-19, 8.4.1.2 – The 4(f) evaluation notes that the project will only take a small 


amount of land in Wirth Park. However, earlier in the document it makes it clear that it 


will be removing over 10 acres of wetland with the proposed alternative – while the plan 


for stormwater is to accommodate it largely within existing ditches. Is this all within 


railroad right-of-way? And is there an assurance that any potential drainage impacts to 


the larger area will be taken into account, including those outside the project’s 


construction limits? 


 


Chapter 9 –Consultation and Coordination 


 Page 9-1, 9.1.1 – Goals should clearly call out the intention to proactively involve 


underrepresented groups, including low income populations and communities of color. It 


appears this was done, but it is not stated up front this was a goal. 


  


Chapter 10 –Financial Considerations 


 Page 10-2, Table 10.1-1 – Does the right-of-way cost estimate for D2 take into account 


cost of relocation assistance for residents from the homes that would be removed? And 


does the construction cost of D1 take into account the construction of noise barriers and 


other noise mitigation features, and the cost of wetlands bank purchases? 


 Page 10-3, Construction Costs – Is there a map or graphic to show the limits of 


construction to demonstrate where improvements included in the cost estimates will be 







made? This is needed to determine what projects will be identified as 


mitigation/betterments outside the scope of the main project and therefore needing 


additional funding to be completed. 


 


Chapter 11 –Evaluation of Alternatives 


 Page 11-11, Alternative B-C-D1 – The significant wetlands impact is identified as 


differentiator, but needs to be better qualified as it is a negative for this alternative (i.e. 


doesn’t directly support its status as a preferred alternative).  


 Wetlands in Golden Valley are part of the Basset Creek Valley Watershed (BCV) and 


these flow into the corporate boundaries of the the City of Minneapolis.  This line should 


not contribute to the pollution of the BCV watershed; it should continue toward – or at 


least not complicate – the clean up of this watershed. 


 


Appendices 


 Appendix E; Alignment D – The City of Minneapolis is working on a possible art 


installation, the John Biggers Seed Project, on Bridge 27785 over I-94. City staff has 


been consulting Hennepin County and MnDOT. Consultation and coordination between 


the applicable agencies regarding the proposed LRT project and this art installation 


should continue.  
 
 
 
 







Attachment #2 - Bottineau Corridor LRT 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comments 

City of Minneapolis 

May 13, 2014 

Overall Comments: 

1) The City of Minneapolis supports the Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) route.

2) The City of Minneapolis supports the purpose and need for this project.

The Purpose and Need section of the DEIS accurately describes the reasons why the Bottineau 

Transitway is needed, including:   

(a) The need to provide a higher level of transportation service to North Minneapolis, especially 

for those who do not have a car.  

(b) The need to provide greater connectivity to and between North Minneapolis and the rest of 

the region. This line will increase and expand the connectivity between residents and 

employment opportunities.  

(c) The need to accommodate future population growth (to meet the Metropolitan Council’s 

population projections), to increase new jobs and access to existing jobs, and to strengthen 

neighborhoods. 

General Technical Comments: 

1) Two local north/south streets that currently have median openings on Olson Highway are

proposed to be closed, thereby limiting vehicular access to right-in/right-out movement

(Russell Avenue North and Elmwood Avenue North).  Bicycle and pedestrian crossings must

be maintained through the alignment, across LRT tracks and Olson at both intersections.

2) Bicycle and pedestrian crossings exist at four additional locations in alignment with streets

that do not currently include a vehicle median break (but do have sidewalks) along Olson

Highway (Queen Avenue North, Sheridan Avenue North, Newton Avenue North, and Logan

Avenue North).  Bicycle and pedestrian crossings must be maintained through the alignment,

across LRT tracks and Olson at all four intersections.

3) Diverted vehicular traffic must be accommodated in a manner that is compatible with the

surrounding neighborhood context.

4) The City of Minneapolis is opposed to the placement of the Operations and Maintenance

Facility for this line within the City of Minneapolis.

5) Both stations within the corporate boundaries of Minneapolis (Penn and Van White) must be

constructed.

6) Construction of both the Golden Valley Road Station and the Plymouth Avenue Station is

necessary to adequately serve the corridor travelshed, including a significant portion of North

Minneapolis.  Though these stations are located outside of Minneapolis corporate boundaries,

they are located close enough to ensure improved access to the regional fixed rail system for

residents in North Minneapolis, and will improve ridership.

7) Conduct additional study to ensure the narrowing of Olson Highway so that the combination

of street and LRT line will help to catalyze a denser, more urban development pattern within

the corridor; one that will ensure that new development along the line is truly transit-



oriented, rather than highway-oriented.  The existing highway environment needs to be 

redesigned and modified in order to provide greater balance.  Specifically, the roadway needs 

to be designed in order to accommodate the necessary vehicular traffic while also 

accommodating and enhancing connectivity between transit, pedestrian, and bicycle 

networks.  The project office will need to work on this critical topic with Hennepin County 

Community Works and the City of Minneapolis as station area planning progresses.   

8) Specific ridership (not a range) at individual stations must be determined (both boarding and 

alighting).  Further work is needed to determine pedestrian capacity and needed 

infrastructure improvements at the Downtown Minneapolis stations given that the Bottineau 

Corridor will be the fourth LRT line to run along the high-volume 5
th

 Street corridor.  

9) Safety and security at station locations and routes to/from stations is critical.  It is 

recommended that measures such as (but not limited to) surveillance cameras and street 

lighting (per the City of Minneapolis street lighting policy) be installed and that station 

design allows for visibility at stations.  

10) The City of Minneapolis requires that local stormwater policies and ordinances be adhered 

to. Stormwater management, wetland and flood plain mitigation must consider not only the 

specific area of impact, but broader impacts on the local area and regional system. 

11) The City of Minneapolis does not support park-and-ride facilities within City limits.  Vacant 

lots near the proposed Van White Station are needed for TOD redevelopment, which will 

help improve density and ridership at that station. 

12) Traction power substations and signal bungalows must be appropriately placed and the visual 

impact mitigated.  Traction Power Substations should be appropriate for the community 

context, should be landscaped, should be fenced for safety, and should be designed with 

architectural fencing instead of chain link fence.   

13) Utilities and street infrastructure disrupted as part of the project must be replaced at the 

project’s expense.  

14) Noise and vibration from the LRT operations must be mitigated 

15) The City of Minneapolis is opposed to LRT pre-emption at signalized crossings. 

16) The City of Minneapolis supports efforts to minimize project impacts on identified historical 

or cultural resources. 

17) The project must minimize tree loss; salvage trees where possible and replace tress per the 

Minneapolis Park and Recreation Board urban tree policy.  Boulevard design should be 

consistent with the Minneapolis Design Guidelines for Streets and Sidewalks. 

18) Public art must be integrated into station design. 

19) Pedestrian Level Street Lighting should be evaluated in accordance with the City of 

Minneapolis Street Lighting Policy.  Traffic impacts to the Olson Highway/I-94 bridge need 

to be mitigated.  Any ornamental railings and artwork must be salvaged.   

20) Catenary poles along Olson Highway should reflect the same style used along University 

Avenue (painted tapered tubular design). 

21) Embedded track should be constructed along the entire length of Olson Highway. 

22) Best practices for mitigating the construction impacts for local businesses should be 

implemented. 

23) Traffic impacts along the corridor need to be mitigated, especially traffic impacts to the 

Olson Highway/I-94 Bridge, the segment east of I-94 into the Interchange, and the at-grade 

crossing at 7
th

Street10
th

Street. 



The general technical comments above and the detailed technical comments found in this 

attachment will help mitigate the impacts of the project and will better serve the needs of 

Minneapolis. 

 

Detailed Technical Comments (By Chapter): 

 

Executive Summary  

 No Comments 

 

Chapter 1 –Purpose and Need 

 Page 1-10, Section 1.3 – The purpose statement is just about transportation for businesses 

and people. It should also include reference for serving and creating transit-supportive 

development opportunities along the line, particularly near station areas. This is inherent 

in how station areas are designed so should be identified up front as part of the purpose of 

this project. 

 Page 1-25, Table 1.5-1 – The development section of this table should more specifically 

reference development near station areas, in addition to the more general language here. 

 

Chapter 2 –Alternatives 

 The City of Minneapolis concurs that LRT on the D1 alignment is the preferred 

alternative. For the D1 and D Common portion of the LPA that runs along Olson 

Memorial Highway (Hwy 55) there are significant impacts to the bike, vehicular, and 

pedestrian function for the surrounding neighborhoods; there are potential visual impacts; 

and there is limited development potential. The corridor is currently a barrier between the 

communities to the north and south of the highway and the addition of the LRT should 

not further complicate this condition; it should resolve this condition by connecting 

communities.  Decisions about the impacts of the D1 and D Common alignment on Olson 

Memorial Highway are based on assumptions of traffic operations and do not consider all 

of the above noted impacts. The future design and function of LRT on Olson Memorial 

Highway should not be precluded by these traffic assumptions and should be based on a 

study of the feasibility of, but not limited to, a combination of travel lane reductions, 

travel lane narrowing, elimination or relocation of frontage roads, and other pedestrian 

access and safety strategies with the intent of creating developable parcels at station areas 

and along Olson Memorial Highway.  The DEIS, station area planning, and future stages 

of the project should consider the form, function, and visual impacts of Olson Memorial 

Highway to mitigate any negative impacts and to create significant development 

opportunity and pedestrian and bike access and safety. The completed traffic study for 

Olson Memorial Highway, while acceptable for studying traffic impacts, based on current 

operating assumptions, does not address the larger issues of development potential, 

connections between neighborhoods, and the barrier that Olson Memorial Highway 

creates between neighborhoods and that will be exacerbated by the addition of LRT 

without appropriate mitigation or planning.  Additional study is needed to consider this 



issue in relation to station area planning, enhancing TOD opportunities and creating 

nodes where population and employment density can be increased. 

 Page 2-13, Table 2.4-1 – The Golden Valley Rd and Plymouth Avenue stations are 

needed for reasons beyond the initial forecasted ridership such as access to transit, 

economic opportunities, access to jobs, and access to Theodore Wirth Regional Park from 

other parts of the region. 

 Page 2-14, Operations and Maintenance Facility – The city supports proposed OMF sites 

in Brooklyn Park. 

 Page 2-18, Traction Power Substations (TPSS) – The DEIS states that TPSS locations are 

anticipated to be within the existing right-of-way. If in fact private property acquisition is 

needed, there should be early notification of impacted property owners to ensure time for 

coordination/negotiation. The City of Minneapolis will also want to review in more detail 

the location of the TPSS sites as they are refined. It should be a priority to place these in 

unobtrusive locations, such as under overpasses, and to appropriately screen them from 

view with architectural fencing and landscaping. 

 Page 2-18, Trackway – Embedded track should be utilized on the D1 and D Common 

portions of the project in the Hwy 55 corridor. 

 

 

Chapter 3 –Transportation Analysis 

 General Comment -  The construction of LRT should be designed and built in a way to 

enhance connectivity rather than compounding disconnectivity between places and 

neighborhoods.   

 Page 3.3.5 –More study is needed to look at traffic, pedestrian, and development impacts 

at Hwy 55 and Penn, Van White, and the 7
th

 St/6
th

 Ave area near Target Field.   

 Page 3-4, Affected Environment – Please analyze the transit service area past the 

southern edge at Highway 55.  For example, Route 9 serves the neighborhood 

immediately to the south, but is not mentioned here. 

 Page 3-6, Table 3.1.1 – More information is necessary regarding the elimination of route 

19H; Consider adding evaluation of Route 30. 

 Page 3-15, Footnote – The CCLRT is a good place to start with the process. However, 

some concerns were raised by the stakeholders along CCLRT in response to perceived 

deficiencies and limitations in the outreach. It would be better to state it would be the 

intent to “build upon” what was done along CCLRT rather than to say it would simply be 

replicated. 

 Page 3-31, Alignment D2 – The restriction of traffic on many cross-streets (cul-de-sacs 

and right-in/right-out) can have a negative impact on traffic flows in the larger area.  Any 

necessary modifications to the vehicular circulation system must be made in a way that is 

urban in character, not suburban.  Modifications that eliminate vehicular connectivity 



should not be de facto interuptions to the pedestrian and bicycle networks that currently 

exist or potentially might be built in order to enhance the urban grid.   

 Page 3-31, Table 3.2-2 – More information will be necessary about the bridge 

modifications to assess their impacts. 

 Page 3-32, Alignment D – The elimination of the pedestrian crossing of TH 55 on the 

west side of Lyndale is problematic. This crossing connects two residential 

neighborhoods, and there are few nearby alternatives for those wishing to cross on foot. 

Removal of a designated crossing may encourage illegal and potentially unsafe crossing 

in the vicinity. Is there a potential to add a pedestrian actuated signal to ensure it does not 

interfere with normal signal operations when no pedestrian is present? 

 Page 3-36, Alignment D1 – The closure of pedestrian crossings at three consecutive 

streets crossing Highway 55 (Queen, Russell, and Sheridan) creates a fairly large gap in 

the pedestrian network. Will there be any barriers to discourage or prevent crossing? Was 

there any assessment if a significant number of people currently use these crossings? 

 Page 3-37, Alignment D2 – As with vehicle traffic, this route alignment greatly curtails 

pedestrian connectivity in this area. This is indicated later on p. 4-36. 

 Page 3-37, Alignment D - The closure of pedestrian crossings at three consecutive streets 

crossing Highway 55 (Oliver, Newton, Logan, and James) creates gaps in the pedestrian 

network. Will there be any barriers to discourage or prevent crossing, and what would 

those likely be? Was there any assessment if a significant number of people currently use 

these crossings? How will remaining pedestrian crossings be enhanced? 

 Page 3-45, 3.5.3 Alignment D2 – Removal of parking may negatively impact businesses 

and residences in the area that depend on on-street parking due to limited off-street 

parking. It is unclear from later in the text (3-53) if the project would propose funding the 

construction of off-street parking to mitigate the loss of on street spaces. 

 Page 3.36 – Under Alignment D1, the non-signalized pedestrian crossings of TH 55 at the 

intersections with Sheridan, Russell, and Queen Avenues would be closed. The nearest 

pedestrian crossings are at Thomas Avenue to the west and Penn Avenue to the east. It is 

expected that pedestrian crossings will increase at proximate signalized intersections due 

to diverted traffic from closed crossings and increased activity at and around station 

areas. Pedestrian safety enhancements should be made at these crossings, especially at the 

unsignalized intersection of Thomas Avenue. General strategies to improve pedestrian 

safety and comfort should include, but are not limited to, a combination of the following: 

travel lane reduction, travel lane narrowing, curb extensions, pedestrian median waiting 

areas, durable enhanced crosswalk markings, and landscaping. 

 Page 3.37 – Under Alignment D2, pedestrians would be allowed to cross the LRT 

guideway only at signalized intersections along West Broadway Avenue and along Penn 

Avenue. Along West Broadway the unmarked pedestrian crossings of 27
th

 

Avenue/Thomas Avenue and Sheridan Avenue would be closed. The nearest pedestrian 

crossings are at 29
th

 Avenue, 26
th

 Avenue, and Penn Avenue. Along Penne Avenue, the 



unmarked pedestrian crossings of 21
st
, 17

th
, 15

th
, 14

th
, 12

th
, and 8

th
 Avenues would be 

closed. The nearest pedestrian crossings that would remain open are at West Broadway 

Avenue, Golden Valley Road, 16
th

 Avenue, Plymouth Avenue, Oak Park Avenue, and 

TH 55. It is expected that pedestrian crossings will increase at proximate signalized 

intersections due to diverted traffic from closed crossings and increased activity at and 

around station areas. Pedestrian safety enhancements should be made at these crossings. 

General strategies to improve pedestrian safety and comfort should include, but are not 

limited to, a combination of the following: travel lane reduction, travel lane narrowing, 

curb extensions, pedestrian median waiting areas, durable enhanced crosswalk markings, 

and landscaping. 

 Page 3.37 – Under Alignment D2, the crossing of West Broadway Avenue at 27
th

 

Avenue/Thomas Avenue would be closed. The 2011 Minneapolis Bicycle Master Plan 

identifies Thomas Avenue as a bicycle boulevard from 42
nd

 Avenue to Oak Park Avenue. 

This bikeway is planned, but currently unfunded. A closure of 27
th

 Avenue/Thomas 

Avenue at West Broadway Avenue would create a barrier and disrupt a continuous 

bicycle boulevard route along Thomas Avenue. The future bikeway would need to be 

rerouted to cross West Broadway Avenue at 26
th

 or 29
th

 Avenue. 

 Page 3.37 – Under Alignment D2, the crossing of Penn Avenue at 8
th

 Avenue would be 

closed. The 2011 Minneapolis Bicycle Master Plan identifies 8
th

 Avenue as a signed 

bicycle route from Theodore Wirth Park to Van White Boulevard. This bikeway is 

planned, but currently unfunded. A closure of 8
th

 Avenue at Penn Avenue would create a 

barrier and disrupt a continuous bikeway along 8
th

 Avenue. The future bikeway would 

need to be rerouted to cross Penn Avenue at Oak Park Avenue. 

 Page 3.37 – Under Alignment D2, the signalized intersection of Oak Park Avenue at 

Penn Avenue would remain open. The 2011 Minneapolis Bicycle Master Plan identifies 

Oak Park Avenue as a bicycle boulevard from Theodore Wirth Park to Irving Avenue. 

This bikeway is planned, but currently unfunded. Maintaining east-west bicycle access at 

the intersection of Oak Park Avenue and Penn Avenue would preserve a continuous route 

for a future bikeway. 

 Page 3.37 – Under Alignment D2, bicyclists would share roadway lanes with vehicular 

traffic on West Broadway and Penn Avenues. There are currently no bicycle facilities on 

West Broadway and Penn Avenues, so the existing conditions would be maintained. 

However, future conditions may include a bicycle facility. The 2011 Minneapolis Bicycle 

Master Plan identifies bike lanes on Penn Avenue between 42
nd

 Avenue and the south I-

394 Frontage Road. With the addition of the LRT guideway system along Penn Avenue, 

it appears that there will not be enough right-of-way to accommodate bike lanes of a 

minimum standard width. Under Alignment D2, bike lanes on Penn Avenue between 

West Broadway Avenue and TH 55 would not be feasible. Access Minneapolis, the City 

of Minneapolis’ transportation management plan includes a provision for such cases: If a 

bikeway identified on the 2011 Minneapolis Bicycle Master Plan cannot be installed on 



the target street, a parallel bikeway should be installed that serves the same travel shed. 

Under Alignment D2, this provision would need to be executed. 

 Page 3.37 – Under Alignment D Common Section, the non-signalized pedestrian 

crossings of TH 55 at the intersections of Oliver, Newton, Logan, and James would be 

closed. It is expected that pedestrian crossings will increase at proximate signalized 

intersections due to diverted traffic from closed crossings and increased activity at and 

around station areas. Pedestrian safety enhancements should be made at these crossings. 

General strategies to improve pedestrian safety and comfort should include, but are not 

limited to, a combination of the following: travel lane reduction, travel lane narrowing, 

curb extensions, pedestrian median waiting areas, durable enhanced crosswalk markings, 

and landscaping. 

 Page 3.37 – The existing marked pedestrian crossing of TH 55 at West Lyndale Avenue 

would also be closed due to the number of lanes that would need to be crossed, the 

resulting number of vehicle conflicts, and poor signal operations. It is recommended that 

two considerations are made with respect to this proposed closure. First, evaluate if the 

hazards identified can be mitigated through travel lane reeducation, lead pedestrian 

intervals, protected signal phasing, durable and enhanced crosswalk markings, or other 

pedestrian safety measures. Second, if the crossing is closed, ensure that pedestrian 

access is physically restricted to ensure that there is no expectation that this is a safe and 

legal pedestrian crossing. 

 General comments for Section 3.4 Pedestrians and Bicycles. Evaluating the alternatives 

from the perspective of pedestrian and bicycle impacts, the Locally Preferred Alternative 

D-D1 has less of a negative impact than Alternative D-D2. Both Alternatives D-D1 and 

D-D2 significantly impact the urban street grid by closing off local pedestrian and bicycle 

access at many crossings. The relative severity of impacts is greater for Alterative D-D2 

because the urban street grid is more intact along West Broadway Avenue and Penn 

Avenue than along TH 55. West Broadway Avenue and Penn Avenue currently have 

narrower street widths, with fewer travel lanes and more pedestrian destinations. TH 55 is 

currently much wider with a greater number of travel lanes and a limited number of 

pedestrian destinations. To preserve existing pedestrian environments, it would be better 

to close crossings along TH 55 where the walkability is quite low, rather than close 

crossings along West Broadway Avenue and Penn Avenue, where the walkability is 

relatively higher. 

 

Chapter 4 –Community and Social Analysis  

 

 For the entire chapter, it should be kept in mind that the construction of LRT should be 

designed and built in a way to enhance connectivity rather than compounding 

disconnectivity between places and neighborhoods.   

 Page 4.3.4.1–Traction Power Station locations are important, and should be strategically 

sited/mitigated, especially if one is needed in Theodore Wirth Park.  



 Page 4-5, Alignment D – the language about Urban Neighborhoods should be amended to 

read “ Urban Neighborhood is a predominantly residential area with a range of densities 

that may include other small-scale uses, including neighborhood-serving commercial, and 

institutional and semi-public uses (for example, schools, community centers, religious 

institutions, public safety facilities, etc.) scattered throughout. More intensive non-

residential uses may be located in neighborhoods closer to Downtown and around 

Growth Centers. 

 Page 4-5 – For the D1 Alignment the DEIS states: “As shown in Exhibit 4-11, the 

primary land uses are park and low-density residential uses with no plans for changes in 

the future. Along TH 55, existing and future planned land uses are primarily low-density 

residential uses.”  Language should be added to say that “future land use in the station 

areas will be evaluated in the station area planning process, which may result in amended 

land use policy and maps as a part of the adopted station area plans.” 

 Page 4.6.4.1- Acquisition impacts are small in Minneapolis using the preferred 

alternative, but the potential redevelopment opportunities are also small, due to station 

location and the elevation/disconnection with neighbors to the east. 

 Page 4-6 – For the D common alignments, add language to say that “future land use in 

the station areas will be evaluated in the station area planning process.”  (1) At the Van 

White Station area there a several large vacant properties that are potential development 

sites and other underutilized sites that could be intensified with development.  Station 

area planning will evaluate and recommend the most appropriate form and type of transit 

oriented development for these parcels and the surrounding station area, which may result 

in amended land use policy and maps with the adoption of the station area plans. (2) At 

the Penn Avenue/Hwy 55 station area, while there are not large vacant parcels and the 

area is predominantly single-family homes, station area planning will evaluate and 

recommend the most appropriate form and type of land use for the surrounding station 

area. At this station area higher density and intensity land uses will depend on a long-

term strategy of parcel assemblage and strategies that could include the narrowing and/or 

elimination of travel lanes on Hwy 55 and frontage roads along Hwy 55, all which should 

be studied in the station area planning process. Station area planning will evaluate and 

recommend the most appropriate form and type of transit oriented development for these 

parcels and the surrounding station area, which may result in amended land use policy 

and maps with the adoption of the station area plans.  

 Page 4-18, Minneapolis – The section describing the Near-North neighborhood 

references areas in the Sumner-Glenwood neighborhood. The section should be revised. 

 Page 4-33, Alignment D2 – The project would have direct and significant impacts to 

community character and cohesion that would need to be mitigated. 

 Page 4-39, Table 4.3-3 – Alignment D2 would result in major impacts in terms of 

property acquisitions, and would involve the displacement of a large number of residents, 

some of which are low income. This would need to be mitigated. 



 Page 4-61, Table 4.4-1 – Alignment D2 would have an adverse effect on the Homewood 

historic district, as well as significant visual impacts on area resources. 

 Page 4-74 – Impacts from Alignment D1 on Wirth Park should be mitigated with 

additional planting and screening as needed, since the project will involve thinning out 

the vegetation in the area. This is suggested later on p. 4-76.  However, vegetation should 

not be allowed to block station areas and their access points in a way that is unsafe and 

obscures activity. 

 Page 4-84, Design Elements – Safety and security should be addressed not only in station 

area design, but along major pedestrian routes leading to the stations (including those 

within the 0.25 mile radius called out earlier in this section). These should be visible, well 

lighted, and regularly monitored. This should be true throughout the corridor, including 

residential areas, parklands, and rail corridors that otherwise might have little traffic and 

activity, and therefore may result in travelers being more isolated. 

 

Chapter 5 –Physical and Environmental Analysis 

 City Water Utilities - This comment is to address the large water mains that may be 

affected by the future Bottineau LRT line as indicated by the current layout shown on the 

Met Council web page (http://www.metrocouncil.org/Transportation/Projects/Furture-

Projects/Bottineau-Transitway/Bottineau-Maps/Bottineau-Transitway-Map-Large.aspx).  

There are many smaller water mains that cross under the proposed Bottineau line and the 

final condition of those mains will need to be addressed eventually.  The large water 

mains of concern are as follows:  There is a 36-inch water main in Aldrich Avenue North 

crossing under Olson Memorial, there is a 24-inch water main in Penn Avenue North 

crossing under Olson Memorial and there is a 48-inch water main crossing under the 

existing tracks just north of Golden Valley Road at the western border of the City.  These 

mains need to remain in place and at a minimum will need to be cathodically protected 

under the tracks and isolated on either side of the future track alignment.  Concrete 

encasement of each of these mains may be necessary and if deemed necessary, the 

existing pipe to be concrete encased shall be removed and replace with new pipe prior to 

concrete encasement.   This work to alter the existing pipe shall only occur during the 

time frame between the months of October and April inclusive. 

 Page 5-9 – Table 5.1-3, Alignment D - In addition to the sanitary sewer line running 

located on the south side of TH55/ 6
th

 Ave N, there are several sanitary sewers crossing 

TH 55/ 6
th

 Ave N 

 Page 5-11, Overhead Utilities – More information is needed about the potential need for 

relocation of overhead utility poles, particularly those requiring relocation outside of 

transitway right-of-way. Would this require additional land purchases and/or easements, 

over and above what is already identified? Is there a potential to move some of the power 

lines underground as part of this project? What are the costs?  What models are being 

used in other metropolitan areas to address and mitigate the conflicts brought about by 

overhad utilities and urban development? From the engineering drawings, it appears this 

http://www.metrocouncil.org/Transportation/Projects/Furture-Projects/Bottineau-Transitway/Bottineau-Maps/Bottineau-Transitway-Map-Large.aspx
http://www.metrocouncil.org/Transportation/Projects/Furture-Projects/Bottineau-Transitway/Bottineau-Maps/Bottineau-Transitway-Map-Large.aspx


will result in high voltage transmission lines right on the edge of the BNSF right-of-way 

that is adjacent to residential areas.  Is there accommodation of a needed easement for 

this outside the ROW, for both maintenance and to account for the fall distance of the 

poles? 

 Page 5-21, Alignment D1 – More information is needed about potential location of 

floodplain storage mitigation, and its impacts on the surrounding area, including 

parkland, the golf course, and any nearby residential areas that might be impacted. 

 Page 5-23, Figure 5.2-6 – The locations identified for potential floodplain mitigation 

appear to be on land currently being used for a trail loop around the perimeter of Wirth 

Park that connects with the Luce Line Trail and various park amenities; would this 

require a trail relocation? 

 Page 5-24, Wetlands – There are significant wetland impacts outside the city limits.  To 

mitigate the wetlands new wetlands must be created.  It should be noted that there is no 

room for replacement wetlands within the city.  Vacant parcels within the city are needed 

for redevelopment.  The construction of this line should not contribute to the pollution of 

the Basset Creek Valley watershed; it should continue toward – or at least not complicate 

– the clean up of this watershed. 

 Page 5-49, Noise – The project noise levels for D1 and D2 reflect moderate to severe 

impacts compared with existing ambient noise levels. How will this be mitigated? 

 Page 5-61, Table 5.6-9 – Noise barriers are called out as a potential mitigation strategy 

for D1 noise impacts. More information is needed regarding the type, placement, and size 

of these walls. This mitigation measure should also be considered in context of other 

factors, such as blocking views of the park amenity from adjacent residential 

communities, likelihood of graffiti/tagging on barriers in less populated areas, and public 

safety issues associated with areas blocked from view by barriers. These issues should be 

addressed through a robust and inclusive community engagement process to ascertain 

community preference. Additionally, more information is needed regarding the potential 

use of sound insulation along D1 and D2 – how would this be implemented? This could 

be an environmental justice issue. 

 Page 5-71, Table 5.7-6 – The D2 option would need proactive outreach early in the 

design process to KMOJ and medical care facilities regarding noise and vibration issues 

early in the process to determine if special mitigation needed. While the analysis suggests 

this is not the case, this could possibly be disputed. 

 Page 5-92, 5.8.5 – This section says there will be no impact on the wetland habitat of 

Blanding’s Turtle. However, the floodplain mitigation section says there will be new 

floodplain storage, likely constructed near to existing wetland areas, required as part of 

the project, which could impact the wetlands. This should be addressed in more detail. 

(This is discussed to an extent on p. 8-20) 

 Page 5-93 – 5.9.1 States that Physical Infrastructure (storm sewer) associated with 

stormwater management is discussed in Section 5.1, but Section 5.1. (page 5.8) says the 

existing storm sewers are discussed in detail in the Stormwater Technical Report 



(Appendix F) which does not discuss storm sewer infrastructure in detail. It just discusses 

stormwater management and mentioned the need to reconfigure storm sewer utilities. The 

impacts to Old Basset Creek tunnel crossing in particular should be discussed in more 

detail. 

 Page 5-97 – Table 5.9-2 – Line MPCA (Cities) indicates that these requirements are also 

the Cities’.  This is not correct. This is a copy of Table 3 from the stormwater technical 

report, but it does not say Cities under MPCA. Neither table actually lists the City 

requirements. 

 Page 5-101, Table 5.9-4 – For Alignment D, are the ditches identified for infiltration 

existing, and do they have adequate size and capacity for what is proposed? Looking at 

the cross sections provided, ditches do not appear in most of them. For alignments D2 

and D, have locations been identified for the proposed pond and infiltration BMPs? This 

urban environment is fairly constrained, with limited land available for improvements 

such as these. Maps are shown for locations along Alignments A-C, but not for the 

others. 

 Page 5-110, Alignment D – The analysis does not take this into account directly, but the 

presence of institutions serving vulnerable populations (e.g. youth and elderly), including 

a day care, school, library, and low income housing, suggests a priority in finding ways to 

mitigate air quality impacts. This includes optimizing travel to avoid lengthy queues and 

idling at intersections. This is also potentially an environmental justice issue, since low 

income and minority populations are disproportionately impacted. When there are 

deficiencies in modeling (as noted here), there should be a commitment to following up 

with adjustments as needed once the project has advanced. 

 

Chapter 6 –Indirect Effects and Cumulative Impacts 

 

 Page 6-6, Table 6.3-1 – While the text states that the actions listed here are in no way 

dependent on the completion of the Bottineau transitway, it is possible that some 

additional development may occur in the Downtown/North Loop station areas of 

Alignment D at least in part related to improved transit connectivity through this and 

other projects (although some of it will occur regardless). 

 Additional development is intended and expected along the Olson Highway portion of the 

project.  For the D common alignments, future land use in the station areas will be 

evaluated in the station area planning process.  (1) At the Van White Station area there 

are several large vacant properties that are potential development sites and other 

underutilized sites that could be intensified with development.  Station area planning will 

evaluate and recommend the most appropriate form and type of transit oriented 

development for these parcels and the surrounding station area, which may result in 

amended land use policy and maps with the adoption of the station area plans. (2) At the 

Penn Avenue/Hwy 55 station area, while there are not large vacant parcels and the area is 

predominantly single-family homes, station area planning will evaluate and recommend 

the most appropriate form and type of land use for the surrounding station area. At this 



station area higher density and intensity land uses will depend on a long-term strategy of 

parcel assemblage and strategies that could include the narrowing and/or elimination of 

travel lanes on Hwy 55 and frontage roads along Hwy 55, all which should be studied in 

the station area planning process. Station area planning will evaluate and recommend the 

most appropriate form and type of transit oriented development for these parcels and the 

surrounding station area, which may result in amended land use policy and maps with the 

adoption of the station area plans.  

 Page 6-9, 6.4.1 – This section states that bicycle and pedestrian activity is likely to 

increase as a result of this project. However, the project proposes closing a number of 

currently active pedestrian crossings. How are these two things being reconciled? Will 

the project support pedestrian connectivity in other ways?  Construction of LRT should 

be designed and built in a way to enhance connectivity rather than compounding 

disconnectivity between places and neighborhoods.  Any necessary modifications to the 

vehicular circulation system must be made in a way that is urban in character, not 

suburban.  Modifications that eliminate vehicular connectivity should not be de facto 

interuptions to the pedestrian and bicycle networks that currently exist or potentially 

might be built in order to enhance the urban grid.   

 Page 6-13, 6.4.10 – The potential to negatively impact lower income populations due to 

increased property values is called out as an indirect and cumulative impact. No 

mitigation is identified. However, regional planning for affordable housing specifically 

prioritizes supporting funding affordable units near transit stations. While this wouldn’t 

be undertaken as part of the Bottineau transitway project itself, it could be considered a 

form of mitigation. This was a major discussion topic along the CCLRT alignment, and 

has resulted in significant investment in new affordable housing there. 

 

Chapter 7 –Environmental Justice 

 Page 7-3, Table 7.3-1 – If available, it would also be interesting to be able to contrast the 

minority percentages with other transitway corridors in the region, to allow for more 

ready comparison of the strategies being used in each area. While the methodology 

focuses on equal treatment of all populations in the study area, it should be noted that 

Bottineau has a higher overall concentration of low income and minority populations, and 

environmental justice should take into account not just approaches within the Bottineau 

corridor but along other comparable corridors as well.  

 Page 7-21, 7.4.3 – The list of ways that input from the meetings impacted the project and 

DEIS to date is a good start. It would be helpful to understand if there were any major 

concerns raised by the community about the project, and how those were addressed.  

 Page 7-23, Safety and Security – This should consider ways to create safe routes to the 

transit station in addition to the conditions at the stations. 

 Page 7-25, Pedestrian and bicycle facilities – the Hwy 55 corridor will have impacts on 

bike and pedestrian facilities that need to be mitigated. 



 Page 7-27, Visual/Aesthetics – If the noise barriers are constructed as mitigation, this will 

have some visual impacts on the community (including potentially blocking views of the 

park); it doesn’t appear that this is taken into consideration here; while they are not fully 

defined, it appears that they will be near to low income communities. 

 Page 7-33, 7.5.3.1 – As the project advances, it will be important to ensure that overall 

service levels on connecting bus routes remain at current levels or better. There could be 

an unintended negative impact on local riders if local bus service is replaced in any way 

by light rail, resulting in longer headways and station locations that are farther apart. This 

does not appear to be the plan, but there will no doubt be a route study at some point to 

look at potential changes to nearby routes. 

 Page 7-34, 7.5.3.3 – Will there be an effort to hire DBE/WBE firms and employees 

during the construction phase? Local employment in the project would be a significant 

benefit. 

 Wetlands in Golden Valley are part of the Basset Creek Valley Watershed (BCV) and 

these flow into the corporate boundaries of the the City of Minneapolis.  This line should 

not contribute to the pollution of the BCV watershed; it should continue toward – or at 

least not complicate – the clean up of this watershed. 

 

Chapter 8 –Draft Section (4f) Evaluation 

 The City of Minneapolis recognizes that the Minneapolis Park and Recreation Board is 

the local park authority responsible for determining parkland impacts.   

 Page 8-19, 8.4.1.2 – The 4(f) evaluation notes that the project will only take a small 

amount of land in Wirth Park. However, earlier in the document it makes it clear that it 

will be removing over 10 acres of wetland with the proposed alternative – while the plan 

for stormwater is to accommodate it largely within existing ditches. Is this all within 

railroad right-of-way? And is there an assurance that any potential drainage impacts to 

the larger area will be taken into account, including those outside the project’s 

construction limits? 

 

Chapter 9 –Consultation and Coordination 

 Page 9-1, 9.1.1 – Goals should clearly call out the intention to proactively involve 

underrepresented groups, including low income populations and communities of color. It 

appears this was done, but it is not stated up front this was a goal. 

  

Chapter 10 –Financial Considerations 

 Page 10-2, Table 10.1-1 – Does the right-of-way cost estimate for D2 take into account 

cost of relocation assistance for residents from the homes that would be removed? And 

does the construction cost of D1 take into account the construction of noise barriers and 

other noise mitigation features, and the cost of wetlands bank purchases? 

 Page 10-3, Construction Costs – Is there a map or graphic to show the limits of 

construction to demonstrate where improvements included in the cost estimates will be 



made? This is needed to determine what projects will be identified as 

mitigation/betterments outside the scope of the main project and therefore needing 

additional funding to be completed. 

 

Chapter 11 –Evaluation of Alternatives 

 Page 11-11, Alternative B-C-D1 – The significant wetlands impact is identified as 

differentiator, but needs to be better qualified as it is a negative for this alternative (i.e. 

doesn’t directly support its status as a preferred alternative).  

 Wetlands in Golden Valley are part of the Basset Creek Valley Watershed (BCV) and 

these flow into the corporate boundaries of the the City of Minneapolis.  This line should 

not contribute to the pollution of the BCV watershed; it should continue toward – or at 

least not complicate – the clean up of this watershed. 

 

Appendices 

 Appendix E; Alignment D – The City of Minneapolis is working on a possible art 

installation, the John Biggers Seed Project, on Bridge 27785 over I-94. City staff has 

been consulting Hennepin County and MnDOT. Consultation and coordination between 

the applicable agencies regarding the proposed LRT project and this art installation 

should continue.  
 
 
 
 













From: Brent C Rusco
To: Joseph Scala
Cc: Kimberly R Zlimen
Subject: FW: Bottineau Transitway DEIS Comments
Date: Thursday, May 29, 2014 1:13:18 PM
Attachments: DEIS Comments 05-28-2014.pdf

Joe,

I believe the FAA comments came in today’s mail.

Brent

From: Gina.Mitchell@faa.gov [mailto:Gina.Mitchell@faa.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 28, 2014 2:14 PM
To: Brent C Rusco
Cc: Maya.Sarna@dot.gov; Bridget.Rief@mspmac.org; Barry.Cooper@faa.gov; Jesse.Carriger@faa.gov;
Andy.Peek@faa.gov; Gordon.Nelson@faa.gov; Jeanne.Witzig@kimley-horn.com
Subject: Bottineau Transitway DEIS Comments

Attached please find FAA’s comments on the DEIS for the Bottineau Transitway Project.  A hard copy
will be sent to you in the mail.  If you have any questions, please feel welcome to contact me. 
Thanks.

Gina M. Mitchell, AICP
Community Planner

Federal Aviation Administration
Minneapolis Airports District Office

6020 28th Avenue South, Room 102
Minneapolis,  MN  55450
T (612) 253-4641
F (612) 253-4611

mailto:/O=HCCENTRALSITE/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=BRENT C. RUSCO681
mailto:Joseph.Scala@hennepin.us
mailto:Kimberly.Zlimen@hennepin.us









From: Darby, Valincia
To: Bottineau Transitway/Hennepin
Cc: Brent C Rusco
Subject: Bottineau Transitway Light Rail  Project, MN
Date: Thursday, May 29, 2014 12:45:33 PM
Attachments: er 14-235.pdf

Dear Ms. Simon,

The Department of the Interior's comments on the subject project are attached.  If
there are questions please contact this office at (215) 597-5378.

Best Regards,

Valincia Darby

-- 
Valincia Darby

Regional Environmental Protection Assistant

Department of the Interior, OEPC

200 Chestnut Street, Rm. 244

Philadelphia, PA 19106

Phone: (215) 597-5378  Fax: (215) 597-9845

Valincia_Darby@ios.doi.gov

mailto:valincia_darby@ios.doi.gov
mailto:bottineau@hennepin.us
mailto:Brent.Rusco@hennepin.us
https://mail.google.com/mail/?view=cm&fs=1&tf=1&to=Valincia_Darby@ios.doi.gov



 United States Department of the Interior 
 


OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 
        Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance 


                                       Custom House, Room 244 
                                                           200 Chestnut Street 
                                             Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19106-2904 
 


        
 
May 29, 2014 


 
 
9043.1 
ER 14/0235 
 
 
Ms. Marisol Simon 
Regional Administrator 
Federal Transit Administration 
200 West Adams Street, Suite 320 
Chicago, Illinois  60606 
 
Dear Ms. Simon:  
 
As requested, the Department of the Interior (Department) has reviewed the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS), Federal Transit Administration (FTA), Hennepin County Regional 
Railroad Authority (HCRRA), for the Bottineau Transitway Light Rail Project, Hennepin 
County, Minnesota.  The Department offers the following comments and recommendations for 
your consideration. 
 
Biological Environment Comments 
 
The Northern long-eared bat (Myotis septentrionalis) (NLEB) was proposed for federal listing 
under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) (87 Stat. 884, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.) on 
October 2, 2013.  At this time, no critical habitat has been proposed for the NLEB.  Although 
species proposed for listing are not afforded protection under the ESA, when a species is 
listed, the prohibitions against jeopardizing its continued existence and unauthorized “take” are 
effective immediately, regardless of an action’s stage of completion.  The state of Minnesota is 
considered to be within the known range of the NLEB.  During the summer, NLEBs typically 
roost singly or in colonies in a wide variety of forested habitats, in cavities or crevices or 
underneath loose bark of both live trees and snags (>3 inches dbh) and forage for insects in 
upland and lowland woodlots and tree lined corridors.  We recommend adding the NLEB to 
Section 5.8.3, Endangered Species and addressing potential project impacts to the species. 
 
Based on the information provided in this EIS, Alternative D-1 will likely result in the loss of 
some summer roosting and foraging habitat.  We recommend quantifying available summer roost 
habitat that will be removed as a result of this project and assessing those impacts to the species.  
In order to avoid take of the species once listed, we recommend that all tree clearing associated 
with this project be conducted outside the summer maternity roost season for the NLEB.  The 
summer maternity season in Minnesota is from April 1 through September 30.  If tree clearing 
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cannot be accomplished outside of this time period, surveys should be conducted to determine 
presence/absence of the species and consultation should be initiated with the United States Fish 
and Wildlife Service’s Twin Cities Field Office. 
 
Section 4(f) Evaluation Comments 
 
The FTA, along with the HCRRA and the Metropolitan Council, has proposed the construction 
and operation of the Bottineau Transitway, a light rail transit (LRT) system that would provide 
for transit improvements in the Twin Cities extending approximately 13 miles from downtown 
Minneapolis to the northwest suburbs.  The draft section 4(f) evaluation identified several 
properties in the project study area eligible to be considered under Section 4(f) of the Department 
of Transportation Act of 1966 (48 U.S.C. 1653(f)). 
 
Similar to the comments we had for the proposed Southwest Transitway in Hennepin County, the 
analysis of impacts to eligible 4(f) properties is not entirely straightforward, and it seems much 
of the decision making has been put off waiting for further analysis and consultation.  
Alternatives are anticipated to result in direct impacts to recreational facilities including the Rush 
Creek Regional Trail, Theodore Wirth Regional Park, and the Minneapolis Public Schools 
Athletic Field.  Alternatives are anticipated to have direct impacts to two historic properties, the 
Homewood Historic District and the Grand Rounds Historic District (Theodore Wirth segment).  
Based upon the existence of an alternative that would avoid direct use of the Minneapolis Public 
Schools Athletic Field and the Homewood Historic District, the FTA believes that it can avoid a 
4(f) use of these properties.  Based on measures to minimize harm, the FTA proposes a de 
minimis finding under section 4(f) for the direct impacts to the Rush Creek Regional Trail and 
the Grand Rounds Historic District (Theodore Wirth segment).  Finally, the FTA has determined 
that its preferred alternative will result in a direct use of the Theodore Wirth Regional Park. 
 
The Section 4(f) Evaluation appears rather preliminary in that additional design will be needed to 
determine the full extent of some impacts to or avoidance of resources, and impacts to the two 
historic properties will need concurrence from the Minnesota State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO) on a “no adverse effect” determination under section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act.   
 
Therefore, the Department would concur with the FTA that there were no feasible or prudent 
avoidance alternatives to the preferred alternative presented which results in impacts to Theodore 
Wirth Regional Park.   
 
Impact mitigation for all other 4(f) properties is dependent upon additional design information, 
as well as consultation with the SHPO and other consulting parties.  Therefore, the Department 
cannot concur that all possible planning needed to minimize harm to 4(f) resources has been 
employed.   
 
The Department will withhold its final concurrence that there are no feasible or prudent 
avoidance alternatives and that all possible planning needed to minimize harm to the 4(f) 
resources have been employed until more information is included in the final evaluation. 
 
The Department has a continuing interest in working with the FTA to ensure impacts to 
resources of concern to the Department are adequately addressed.  For continued consultation 
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and coordination with the issues concerning historic resources identified as section 4(f) 
resources, please contact Regional Environmental Coordinator Nick Chevance  (Midwest 
Regional Office, National Park Service, 601 Riverfront Drive, Omaha, Nebraska 68102; 
telephone 402-661-1844; email nick_chevance@nps.gov).  For issues concerning federally 
proposed or listed species, please contact Lisa Mandell, Deputy Field Supervisor, Twin Cities 
Field Office (4101 American Blvd East, Bloomington, Minnesota 55425; telephone 612-725-
3548, extension 2201; email lisa_mandell@fws.gov). 
 
We appreciate the opportunity to provide these comments. 
 


Sincerely, 
 


       
Regional Environmental Officer 
Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance 


 
 
 
cc:  Brent Rusco 


Senior Professional Engineer 
Hennepin County 
Housing, Community Works & Transit 
701 Fourth Avenue South, Suite 400 
Minneapolis, MN 55415 
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United States Department of the Interior 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 
        Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance 

      Custom House, Room 244 
          200 Chestnut Street 

      Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19106-2904 

May 29, 2014 

9043.1 
ER 14/0235 

Ms. Marisol Simon 
Regional Administrator 
Federal Transit Administration 
200 West Adams Street, Suite 320 
Chicago, Illinois  60606 

Dear Ms. Simon: 

As requested, the Department of the Interior (Department) has reviewed the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS), Federal Transit Administration (FTA), Hennepin County Regional 
Railroad Authority (HCRRA), for the Bottineau Transitway Light Rail Project, Hennepin 
County, Minnesota.  The Department offers the following comments and recommendations for 
your consideration. 

Biological Environment Comments 

The Northern long-eared bat (Myotis septentrionalis) (NLEB) was proposed for federal listing 
under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) (87 Stat. 884, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.) on 
October 2, 2013.  At this time, no critical habitat has been proposed for the NLEB.  Although 
species proposed for listing are not afforded protection under the ESA, when a species is 
listed, the prohibitions against jeopardizing its continued existence and unauthorized “take” are 
effective immediately, regardless of an action’s stage of completion.  The state of Minnesota is 
considered to be within the known range of the NLEB.  During the summer, NLEBs typically 
roost singly or in colonies in a wide variety of forested habitats, in cavities or crevices or 
underneath loose bark of both live trees and snags (>3 inches dbh) and forage for insects in 
upland and lowland woodlots and tree lined corridors.  We recommend adding the NLEB to 
Section 5.8.3, Endangered Species and addressing potential project impacts to the species. 

Based on the information provided in this EIS, Alternative D-1 will likely result in the loss of 
some summer roosting and foraging habitat.  We recommend quantifying available summer roost 
habitat that will be removed as a result of this project and assessing those impacts to the species.  
In order to avoid take of the species once listed, we recommend that all tree clearing associated 
with this project be conducted outside the summer maternity roost season for the NLEB.  The 
summer maternity season in Minnesota is from April 1 through September 30.  If tree clearing 
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cannot be accomplished outside of this time period, surveys should be conducted to determine 
presence/absence of the species and consultation should be initiated with the United States Fish 
and Wildlife Service’s Twin Cities Field Office. 

Section 4(f) Evaluation Comments 

The FTA, along with the HCRRA and the Metropolitan Council, has proposed the construction 
and operation of the Bottineau Transitway, a light rail transit (LRT) system that would provide 
for transit improvements in the Twin Cities extending approximately 13 miles from downtown 
Minneapolis to the northwest suburbs.  The draft section 4(f) evaluation identified several 
properties in the project study area eligible to be considered under Section 4(f) of the Department 
of Transportation Act of 1966 (48 U.S.C. 1653(f)). 

Similar to the comments we had for the proposed Southwest Transitway in Hennepin County, the 
analysis of impacts to eligible 4(f) properties is not entirely straightforward, and it seems much 
of the decision making has been put off waiting for further analysis and consultation.  
Alternatives are anticipated to result in direct impacts to recreational facilities including the Rush 
Creek Regional Trail, Theodore Wirth Regional Park, and the Minneapolis Public Schools 
Athletic Field.  Alternatives are anticipated to have direct impacts to two historic properties, the 
Homewood Historic District and the Grand Rounds Historic District (Theodore Wirth segment).  
Based upon the existence of an alternative that would avoid direct use of the Minneapolis Public 
Schools Athletic Field and the Homewood Historic District, the FTA believes that it can avoid a 
4(f) use of these properties.  Based on measures to minimize harm, the FTA proposes a de 
minimis finding under section 4(f) for the direct impacts to the Rush Creek Regional Trail and 
the Grand Rounds Historic District (Theodore Wirth segment).  Finally, the FTA has determined 
that its preferred alternative will result in a direct use of the Theodore Wirth Regional Park. 

The Section 4(f) Evaluation appears rather preliminary in that additional design will be needed to 
determine the full extent of some impacts to or avoidance of resources, and impacts to the two 
historic properties will need concurrence from the Minnesota State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO) on a “no adverse effect” determination under section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act.   

Therefore, the Department would concur with the FTA that there were no feasible or prudent 
avoidance alternatives to the preferred alternative presented which results in impacts to Theodore 
Wirth Regional Park.   

Impact mitigation for all other 4(f) properties is dependent upon additional design information, 
as well as consultation with the SHPO and other consulting parties.  Therefore, the Department 
cannot concur that all possible planning needed to minimize harm to 4(f) resources has been 
employed.   

The Department will withhold its final concurrence that there are no feasible or prudent 
avoidance alternatives and that all possible planning needed to minimize harm to the 4(f) 
resources have been employed until more information is included in the final evaluation. 

The Department has a continuing interest in working with the FTA to ensure impacts to 
resources of concern to the Department are adequately addressed.  For continued consultation 
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and coordination with the issues concerning historic resources identified as section 4(f) 
resources, please contact Regional Environmental Coordinator Nick Chevance  (Midwest 
Regional Office, National Park Service, 601 Riverfront Drive, Omaha, Nebraska 68102; 
telephone 402-661-1844; email nick_chevance@nps.gov).  For issues concerning federally 
proposed or listed species, please contact Lisa Mandell, Deputy Field Supervisor, Twin Cities 
Field Office (4101 American Blvd East, Bloomington, Minnesota 55425; telephone 612-725-
3548, extension 2201; email lisa_mandell@fws.gov). 

We appreciate the opportunity to provide these comments. 

Sincerely, 

Regional Environmental Officer 
Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance 

cc:  Brent Rusco 
Senior Professional Engineer 
Hennepin County 
Housing, Community Works & Transit 
701 Fourth Avenue South, Suite 400 
Minneapolis, MN 55415 
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From: Brent C Rusco
To: Joseph Scala
Cc: Kimberly R Zlimen
Subject: FW: DEIS13-001A Bottineau Transitway DRAFT EIS
Date: Thursday, May 29, 2014 3:58:32 PM
Attachments: DEIS13-001B Bottineau Transitway-052914.pdf

From: Corbett, Michael J (DOT) [mailto:Michael.J.Corbett@state.mn.us] 
Sent: Thursday, May 29, 2014 3:48 PM
To: Brent C Rusco; Shekur, Hailu (DOT); Kelly, Brian (DOT); Craig, E.Buck (DOT); Nelson, Douglas
(DOT); Fischer, Jose (DOT); Erickson, Chad (DOT); Lackey, Clare (DOT); Wilson, Ryan (DOT); Mitteco,
Gina (DOT); Bursaw, Pat (DOT); Czech, Paul (DOT); Bly, Lynne (DOT); Jensen, Carl P (DOT); Walding,
Shawn (DOT); Christianson, Dave (DOT); Wasko, Peter (DOT); Sorenson, Deb (DOT); Kannankutty,
Ramankutty (DOT); Rauchle, Ron (DOT); Griffith, John (DOT); Jacobson, Nancy (DOT);
russell.owen@metc.state.mn.us
Cc: Sherman, Tod (DOT); McCartney, Molly (DOT)
Subject: RE: DEIS13-001A Bottineau Transitway DRAFT EIS

Hello Mr. Brent Rusco,

Attached is a letter containing MnDOT’s comments on the Bottineau Transitway Draft
Environmental Impact Statement.  If you have any questions concerning this letter, please let me
know.

Michael Corbett, PE
MnDOT Metro Division – Planning
1500 W County Road B-2
Roseville, MN 55113
651-234-7793
Michael.J.Corbett@state.mn.us

mailto:/O=HCCENTRALSITE/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=BRENT C. RUSCO681
mailto:Joseph.Scala@hennepin.us
mailto:Kimberly.Zlimen@hennepin.us
mailto:Michael.J.Corbett@state.mn.us



Minnesota Department of Transportation 
Metropolitan District 
Waters Edge Building 
1500 County Road B2 West 
Roseville, MN 55113 
 
May 29, 2014 
 
Mr. Brent Rusco, Project Manager 
Hennepin County 
Housing, Community Works and Transit 
701 Fourth Avenue South, Suite 400 
Minneapolis, MN  55415 
 
SUBJECT: Bottineau Transitway Draft EIS 


MnDOT Review # DEIS13-001B 
Hennepin County 
 


Dear Mr. Rusco: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to review the Bottineau Transitway Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (DEIS).  MnDOT recognizes the significant role that the Bottineau 
Transitway has in the planned Twin Cities regional transitway system. Please note that 
MnDOT’s review of this DEIS does not constitute approval of a regional traffic analysis 
and is not a specific approval for access or new roadway improvements.  MnDOT’s staff 
has reviewed the document and offers the following comments: 
 
Planning 
 
Partnering with MnDOT is essential during project development, engineering, and 
construction to help ensure timely and appropriate identification of and resolution to any 
impacts to MnDOT facilities. As the project progresses, work with MnDOT to ensure 
that all impacts to State Highway infrastructure (e.g. along TH 55 in Minneapolis, and 
crossings over TH 100, TH 610, and I-94) are reviewed and approved through the layout 
approval process, consistent with policy and criteria outlined in the MnDOT Road Design 
Manual. 


 
MnDOT has expectations that detailed design considerations along the Bottineau corridor 
where State Highways are impacted will be compatible and coordinated with MnDOT’s 
multimodal objectives. These objectives include extensive collaboration with local 
partners and residents to achieve an improved transportation corridor that promotes and 
invites all non-motorized traffic to move along and across the corridor in a safe and 
convenient manner.   


 
As design work develops, continue to partner and work with MnDOT Metro District staff 
and functional groups to resolve project development technical issues identified by 
MnDOT and other key stakeholders.  
 







 
Design 
 
It is anticipated that all trunk highway impacts will be reviewed and approved through the 
layout approval process and proposed alterations will use the policy and criteria presented 
in the MnDOT Road Design Manual.  Additional information on MnDOT’s Geometric 
Design and Layout Development process can be found at: 
http://www.dot.state.mn.us/design/geometric/index.html 
 
Water Resources 
 
It appears that drainage permits will be required where the corridor crosses and parallels 
state roads within MnDOT’s right of way.  MnDOT expects these determinations will be 
made when the final design plan is submitted.  
 
Right-of-Way/Permits 
 
Any use of or work within or affecting MnDOT right-of-way requires a permit. It is 
anticipated that more specific impacts to MnDOT right-of-way will be identified during 
the FEIS and Project Development (Preliminary Engineering) phases.   
 
Thank you for the opportunity to review the Bottineau Transitway Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement. 
 
 
Sincerely, 


 
Michael J. Corbett, PE 
Senior Planner – MnDOT Metro Office of Planning, Program Management and Transit 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



http://www.dot.state.mn.us/design/geometric/index.html





Copy sent via E-Mail: 
Brian Kelly, Water Resources 
Hailu Shekur, Water Resources 
Buck Craig, Permits 
Doug Nelson, Right of Way 
Tony Fischer, Freeway Liaison 
Chad Erickson, West Area Traffic 
Tiffany Kautz, Right-of-way 
Nancy Jacobson, Design 
Ryan Wilson, Transit 
Gina Mitteco, Planning 
Pat Bursaw, Planning 
Paul Czech, Planning 
Lynne Bly, Planning 
Shawn Combs Walding, Planning 
Carl Jensen, Metro State Aid 
Dave Christianson, Freight 
Peter Wasko, Noise 
Deb Sorenson, Aeronautics 
John Griffith, Area Manager 
Ramankutty Kannankutty, Area Engineer 
Ron Rauchle, Area Engineer 
Clare Lackey, Traffic 
Russell Owen, Metropolitan Council 
 
 
  







Minnesota Department of Transportation 
Metropolitan District 
Waters Edge Building 
1500 County Road B2 West 
Roseville, MN 55113 

May 29, 2014 

Mr. Brent Rusco, Project Manager 
Hennepin County 
Housing, Community Works and Transit 
701 Fourth Avenue South, Suite 400 
Minneapolis, MN  55415 

SUBJECT: Bottineau Transitway Draft EIS 
MnDOT Review # DEIS13-001B 
Hennepin County 

Dear Mr. Rusco: 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Bottineau Transitway Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (DEIS).  MnDOT recognizes the significant role that the Bottineau 
Transitway has in the planned Twin Cities regional transitway system. Please note that 
MnDOT’s review of this DEIS does not constitute approval of a regional traffic analysis 
and is not a specific approval for access or new roadway improvements.  MnDOT’s staff 
has reviewed the document and offers the following comments: 

Planning 

Partnering with MnDOT is essential during project development, engineering, and 
construction to help ensure timely and appropriate identification of and resolution to any 
impacts to MnDOT facilities. As the project progresses, work with MnDOT to ensure 
that all impacts to State Highway infrastructure (e.g. along TH 55 in Minneapolis, and 
crossings over TH 100, TH 610, and I-94) are reviewed and approved through the layout 
approval process, consistent with policy and criteria outlined in the MnDOT Road Design 
Manual. 

MnDOT has expectations that detailed design considerations along the Bottineau corridor 
where State Highways are impacted will be compatible and coordinated with MnDOT’s 
multimodal objectives. These objectives include extensive collaboration with local 
partners and residents to achieve an improved transportation corridor that promotes and 
invites all non-motorized traffic to move along and across the corridor in a safe and 
convenient manner.   

As design work develops, continue to partner and work with MnDOT Metro District staff 
and functional groups to resolve project development technical issues identified by 
MnDOT and other key stakeholders.  



Design 

It is anticipated that all trunk highway impacts will be reviewed and approved through the 
layout approval process and proposed alterations will use the policy and criteria presented 
in the MnDOT Road Design Manual.  Additional information on MnDOT’s Geometric 
Design and Layout Development process can be found at: 
http://www.dot.state.mn.us/design/geometric/index.html 

Water Resources 

It appears that drainage permits will be required where the corridor crosses and parallels 
state roads within MnDOT’s right of way.  MnDOT expects these determinations will be 
made when the final design plan is submitted.  

Right-of-Way/Permits 

Any use of or work within or affecting MnDOT right-of-way requires a permit. It is 
anticipated that more specific impacts to MnDOT right-of-way will be identified during 
the FEIS and Project Development (Preliminary Engineering) phases.   

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Bottineau Transitway Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement. 

Sincerely, 

Michael J. Corbett, PE 
Senior Planner – MnDOT Metro Office of Planning, Program Management and Transit 

http://www.dot.state.mn.us/design/geometric/index.html


Copy sent via E-Mail: 
Brian Kelly, Water Resources 
Hailu Shekur, Water Resources 
Buck Craig, Permits 
Doug Nelson, Right of Way 
Tony Fischer, Freeway Liaison 
Chad Erickson, West Area Traffic 
Tiffany Kautz, Right-of-way 
Nancy Jacobson, Design 
Ryan Wilson, Transit 
Gina Mitteco, Planning 
Pat Bursaw, Planning 
Paul Czech, Planning 
Lynne Bly, Planning 
Shawn Combs Walding, Planning 
Carl Jensen, Metro State Aid 
Dave Christianson, Freight 
Peter Wasko, Noise 
Deb Sorenson, Aeronautics 
John Griffith, Area Manager 
Ramankutty Kannankutty, Area Engineer 
Ron Rauchle, Area Engineer 
Clare Lackey, Traffic 
Russell Owen, Metropolitan Council 



From: Tegdesch, Elizabeth (MPCA)
To: Bottineau Transitway/Hennepin
Cc: Kain, Kevin (MPCA); Affeldt, Craig (MPCA); Hastings, Tyler (MPCA); Smith, Amanda (MPCA); Brist, Jim (MPCA)
Subject: MPCA Comment Letter - Bottineau Transitway
Date: Thursday, May 29, 2014 8:22:50 AM
Attachments: Bottineau Transitway DEIS.pdf

Attached are the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency’s comments on the Bottineau Transitway Draft
Environmental Impact Statement. A paper copy will follow by U.S. mail.

Please acknowledge receipt of this comment letter to Kevin Kain at kevin.kain@state.mn.us

Thank you.

Elizabeth Tegdesch
Environmental Review and EQB Support
Minnesota Pollution Control Agency
520 Lafayette Road N
St. Paul, MN  55155 / 651-757-2100
elizabeth.tegdesch@state.mn.us

mailto:elizabeth.tegdesch@state.mn.us
mailto:bottineau@hennepin.us
mailto:kevin.kain@state.mn.us
mailto:craig.affeldt@state.mn.us
mailto:Tyler.Hastings@state.mn.us
mailto:Amanda.Smith@state.mn.us
mailto:jim.brist@state.mn.us
mailto:kevin.kain@state.mn.us

























From: Jonathan Vlaming
To: Bottineau Transitway/Hennepin
Cc: jan youngquist (jan.youngquist@metc.state.mn.us); Kelly Grissman; Ann Rexine
Subject: Bottineau DEIS Comments 5 28 2014 Three Rivers Park District
Date: Thursday, May 29, 2014 7:40:28 AM
Attachments: Bottineau DEIS Comments 5 28 2014 Three Rivers Park District.pdf

Three Rivers Park District is submitting written comments on the Bottineau Transitway
DEIS.  Please call if you have questions. Thank you.

Jonathan Vlaming
Associate Superintendent -
Planning, Design & Technology
Three Rivers Park District
3000 Xenium Ln N
Plymouth, MN 55441
Wk: 763-694-7632
Cell: 612-490-5220

mailto:JVlaming@threeriversparkdistrict.org
mailto:bottineau@hennepin.us
mailto:jan.youngquist@metc.state.mn.us
mailto:KGrissman@threeriversparkdistrict.org
mailto:ARexine@threeriversparkdistrict.org



Three Rivers  


Park District  


Board of  


Commissioners 


Penny Steele 


District 1 


Jennifer DeJournett 


District 2 


Daniel Freeman, 


Vice Chair 
District 3 


John Gunyou, 
Chair 


District 4 


John Gibbs 


District 5 


Larry Blackstad 


Appointed 


At Large 


Steve Antolak 


Appointed 


At Large 


Cris Gears 


Superintendent 


 


 


 


Administrative Center, 3000 Xenium Lane North, Plymouth, MN 55441-1299 
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5/28/2014 


 


Hennepin County Housing, Community Works & Transit 


701 Fourth Avenue South, Suite 400 


Minneapolis, MN 55415 


Attn: Bottineau Transitway 


 


 


RE: Three Rivers Comments on Bottineau DEIS - 8.0 Draft section 4(f) 


Evaluation 


 


Three Rivers Park District staff have reviewed the final Draft Environmental Impact 


Statement (DEIS) for the Bottineau Transitway. Thank you for incorporating 


previous staff comments into the revisions leading up to the final DEIS.  The final 


DEIS is comprehensive, well written and logical in its conclusions.  With one 


exception, Three Rivers staff have no concerns with the DEIS. 


 


Issue: Proposed de minimis impact determination of the OMF facility on 


the Rush Creek Regional Trail (page 8-18) 


 


The DEIS indicates that the FTA is proposing a de minimis determination for Rush 


Creek Regional Trail for construction of the OMF located in an east/west alignment 


north of 101st Avenue.  The de minimis classification proposal is new information 


for Three Rivers and the DEIS is incorrect in stating that Three Rivers “provided 


input regarding potential de minimis use of park property”.  The de minimis 


proposal requires additional discussion and collaboration between Three Rivers and 


the Bottineau Transitway project team as the project advances. 


 


The Rush Creek Regional Trail corridor is one of a handful of metro regional trail 


corridors that were acquired prior to development of the surrounding area, and 


involved a significant investment in land acquisition to provide a natural-resources 


rich greenway buffer between the trail and future development.  Over 250 acres 


were secured for this trail greenway.  The trail meanders through a greenway 


composed of woodlands, prairie and wetlands, and provides a rare experiential trail 


setting offering solitude and escape from the sights and sounds of neighboring 


developments that have risen from the farm fields once adjacent to the trail 


greenway.  Over 372,000 annual visitors now enjoy this trail greenway and the 


respite from modern life it offers.  The success of this trail greenway reflects solid 


long-range planning and investments starting nearly 30 years ago.   


 


Encroachment into the trail greenway by the OMF site threatens to disrupt the 


experiential setting offered by the trail greenway.  The trail greenway offers two 


trails – a paved trail for bicyclists, in-line skaters and others who prefer a smooth 


surface, and an unpaved trail – originally designed for horses when the area was 


rural - and now used by runners and walkers looking for an even more natural 


setting. The paved trail comes within 400 feet of the OMF site, and the unpaved 


trail is directly adjacent to the OMF site.   







 


The DEIS states: 


“De minimis impact is defined in 23 CFR 774.17 as follows: 


“For parks, recreation areas, and wildlife and waterfowl refuges, a de minimis impact 


is one that would not adversely affect the activities, features, or attributes qualifying 


the property for protection under Section 4(f).” 


 


The DEIS does not provide enough information (OMF scale, noise impacts, visual impacts, air 


quality impacts, hours of operation, secondary impacts such as traffic to/from the site, etc.) to 


accurately determine if the OMF impact on the regional trail greenway corridor is de minimis.  


Consequently, at this time Three Rivers staff can not recommend to the Three Rivers Board of 


Commissioners that the direct use of the trail greenway corridor for the OMF site warrants de 


minimis status. 


 


The DEIS does recognize that de minimis resolution of 4(f) property impacts requires agreement by 


the agency with jurisdiction over that property.  Three Rivers will work with the Bottineau 


Transitway design team to assess the potential impacts of the OMF site on the regional trail and its 


visitors, and will work collaboratively to find creative solutions that meet the needs of Three Rivers, 


trail users, and the Bottineau Transitway project. 


 


Thank you for your consideration of this concern.  I look forward to working with the Bottineau 


team as the project advances. 


 


 


Respectfully, 


 


Sincerely, 


 


 


 


Jonathan Vlaming 


Associate Superintendent of Planning, Design and Technology 


Three Rivers Park District 


jvlaming@threeriversparkdistrict.org 


C: 612-490-5220 


W: 763-694-7632 


 


 


 


 


C: Jan Youngquist, Metropolitan Council 
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5/28/2014 

Hennepin County Housing, Community Works & Transit 

701 Fourth Avenue South, Suite 400 

Minneapolis, MN 55415 

Attn: Bottineau Transitway 

RE: Three Rivers Comments on Bottineau DEIS - 8.0 Draft section 4(f) 

Evaluation 

Three Rivers Park District staff have reviewed the final Draft Environmental Impact 

Statement (DEIS) for the Bottineau Transitway. Thank you for incorporating 

previous staff comments into the revisions leading up to the final DEIS.  The final 

DEIS is comprehensive, well written and logical in its conclusions.  With one 

exception, Three Rivers staff have no concerns with the DEIS. 

Issue: Proposed de minimis impact determination of the OMF facility on 

the Rush Creek Regional Trail (page 8-18) 

The DEIS indicates that the FTA is proposing a de minimis determination for Rush 

Creek Regional Trail for construction of the OMF located in an east/west alignment 

north of 101st Avenue.  The de minimis classification proposal is new information 

for Three Rivers and the DEIS is incorrect in stating that Three Rivers “provided 

input regarding potential de minimis use of park property”.  The de minimis 

proposal requires additional discussion and collaboration between Three Rivers and 

the Bottineau Transitway project team as the project advances. 

The Rush Creek Regional Trail corridor is one of a handful of metro regional trail 

corridors that were acquired prior to development of the surrounding area, and 

involved a significant investment in land acquisition to provide a natural-resources 

rich greenway buffer between the trail and future development.  Over 250 acres 

were secured for this trail greenway.  The trail meanders through a greenway 

composed of woodlands, prairie and wetlands, and provides a rare experiential trail 

setting offering solitude and escape from the sights and sounds of neighboring 

developments that have risen from the farm fields once adjacent to the trail 

greenway.  Over 372,000 annual visitors now enjoy this trail greenway and the 

respite from modern life it offers.  The success of this trail greenway reflects solid 

long-range planning and investments starting nearly 30 years ago.   

Encroachment into the trail greenway by the OMF site threatens to disrupt the 

experiential setting offered by the trail greenway.  The trail greenway offers two 

trails – a paved trail for bicyclists, in-line skaters and others who prefer a smooth 

surface, and an unpaved trail – originally designed for horses when the area was 

rural - and now used by runners and walkers looking for an even more natural 

setting. The paved trail comes within 400 feet of the OMF site, and the unpaved 

trail is directly adjacent to the OMF site.   



The DEIS states: 

“De minimis impact is defined in 23 CFR 774.17 as follows: 

“For parks, recreation areas, and wildlife and waterfowl refuges, a de minimis impact 

is one that would not adversely affect the activities, features, or attributes qualifying 

the property for protection under Section 4(f).” 

The DEIS does not provide enough information (OMF scale, noise impacts, visual impacts, air 

quality impacts, hours of operation, secondary impacts such as traffic to/from the site, etc.) to 

accurately determine if the OMF impact on the regional trail greenway corridor is de minimis.  

Consequently, at this time Three Rivers staff can not recommend to the Three Rivers Board of 

Commissioners that the direct use of the trail greenway corridor for the OMF site warrants de 

minimis status. 

The DEIS does recognize that de minimis resolution of 4(f) property impacts requires agreement by 

the agency with jurisdiction over that property.  Three Rivers will work with the Bottineau 

Transitway design team to assess the potential impacts of the OMF site on the regional trail and its 

visitors, and will work collaboratively to find creative solutions that meet the needs of Three Rivers, 

trail users, and the Bottineau Transitway project. 

Thank you for your consideration of this concern.  I look forward to working with the Bottineau 

team as the project advances. 

Respectfully, 

Sincerely, 

Jonathan Vlaming 

Associate Superintendent of Planning, Design and Technology 

Three Rivers Park District 

jvlaming@threeriversparkdistrict.org 

C: 612-490-5220 

W: 763-694-7632 

C: Jan Youngquist, Metropolitan Council 

mailto:jvlaming@threeriversparkdistrict.org

















