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SAFETY IN THE PARK!  
RESPONSE TO THE SOUTHWEST LIGHT RAIL TRANSIT PROJECT--

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (DEIS)  
DECEMBER 30, 2012 

 
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
Safety in the Park is a St. Louis Park, Minnesota grassroots, non-partisan neighborhood 
organization.  Safety in the Park promotes safety and livability by working with the county, city, 
and state to create an alternative solution for proposed increases in freight rail traffic on the 
former Minneapolis Northfield and Southern (MN&S) Railroad tracks.  Safety in the Park is 
politically unaffiliated and does not endorse any candidates for political office. Safety in the Park 
represents a large community of concerned citizens in St. Louis Park as evidenced by the 
attached 1,500 plus signatures on our petition.  Safety in the Park welcomes the addition of 
Southwest Light Rail Transit to St. Louis Park and supports its implementation. 
 
The MN&S freight rail relocation portion of the SWLRT-DEIS is not in the best interests of public 
safety, railroad operating efficiency or conserving public funds. 
 
History of the proposed relocation:  In the mid-1990s the Minnesota Department of 
Transportation (MnDOT) and Hennepin County decided to sever, instead of grade separate, the 
Milwaukee Road railroad line at Hiawatha Avenue and the repercussions of that decision remain 
to this day. 
 
Because there is no documentation of analysis or of public input, it can only be assumed that 
MnDOT and Hennepin County blithely displaced freight traffic from a major piece of railroad 
infrastructure, the 29th Street corridor and planned to move the freight to the  “preferred 
location” on the MN&S a little-known, little-used former electric interurban line, and gave no 
thought to the negative impact of this action.  Due to contaminated land the move to the MN&S 
was delayed and the freight trains were instead moved to the Kenilworth Corridor which was 
owned by the Hennepin County Regional Rail Authority (HCRRA). 
 
Since the move to the to Kenilworth Corridor, the HCRRA has worked tirelessly to remove the 
freight from the Corridor and establish the freight in MnDOT’s “preferred location,” the MN&S.  
Each time MnDOT or the HCRRA brings up the wish to move the freight traffic the City of St. 
Louis Park has answered with a resolution stating that re-routed freight traffic would not be 
welcomed in the city.  The first resolution was passed in 1996 with subsequent resolutions in 
2001, 2010 and 2011. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY continued 

 
Instead of honoring the resolutions and negotiating a compromise, the HCRRA has repeatedly 
ignored the St. Louis Park resolutions, maligned and marginalized the residents of the  MN&S 
study area and then moved forward with its plans citing “promises made “ to the residents of the 
Kenilworth area as the reason for the action.  These promises have no foundation in fact; 
documentation of the specific nature of the promises, who made the promises and to whom they 
were officially made, and why the alleged promises should be afforded the weight of public 
policy, does not exist. 
 
On May 16, 2011 MnDOT issued an Environmental Assessment Worksheet (EAW) that spelled 
out how a re-route of freight traffic from the Bass Lake Spur owned by the Canadian Pacific 
Railroad (CP) to the MN&S Spur also owned by the CP might take place.  The City of St. Louis 
Park and Safety in the Park appealed the findings of the EAW document.   The EAW was later 
vacated and is no longer a valid document. 
 
On September 2, 2011 the Federal Transportation Administration officially added the MN&S re-
route to the SWLRT project. 
 
SWLRT-DEIS :    The proposed MN&S re-route is included the SWLRT-DEIS due to the FTA’s 
September 2, 2011 mandate that the re-route be considered a part of the SWLRT project.  For 
3A (LPA, relocation) to work the MN&S re-route must occur, making the re-route part of the 
SWLRT and not a connected action.  As part of the SWLRT project the MN&S re-route must be 
included in the “study area” on a regular and consistent basis but the SWLRT-DEIS fails in this 
regard and violates the essential purpose of the National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA).  
The purpose of NEPA is to ensure that environmental factors are weighted equally before an 
infrastructure project can be undertaken by a federal agency. The omission of the proposed re-
route leads to incorrect conclusions about the cost of the SWLRT. 
 
Safety in the Park demands that relocation of freight traffic be analyzed as diligently as the rest 
of the SWLRT project.  Unless the current version of the SWLRT-DEIS is amended significantly, 
the health, well-being and safety of St. Louis Park residents will be compromised by the 
proposed relocation of mainline freight rail traffic  from the Bass Lake Spur onto the MN&S 
Spur.  More than 1,500 residents have signed a petition insisting on fair treatment by the 
government agencies proposing the relocation.   
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY continued 

 
Concerns about the inconsistencies in the SWLRT-DEIS can be found in detail in the following 
summary: 
 

 Lack of reasoning behind the need for the re-route due to the fact that a viable, less 
costly and safer option exists with co-location of freight traffic and SWLRT in the 
Kenilworth Corridor (Chapter 1) 

 Lack of concern for Interstate Commerce 
 The late notification about the existence of the SWLRT-DEIS to the Surface 

Transportation Board (STB)  Wednesday, November 28, 2012 
 Implementation of SWLRT could cause disruption of rail service to TC&W clients 

(Chapter 1) 
 The Memo Dated December 10, 2012 from the STB to the FTA received 

incomplete answers. (Chapter 1) 
 Lack of public input and documentation  (Chapters 2 and 12) 

 No documentation of analysis for determining MN&S as preferred location for 
freight after the freight tracks in the 29th Street Corridor were severed 

 No documentation of promises made to the residents of Kenilworth area 
 The MN&S re-route was not part of the scoping and decision making when route 

3A (LPA, relocation) was chosen 
 Lack of accurate study into the direct impacts of the proposed relocation with respect to  

 Social Impacts (Chapter 3) 
 Environmental Impacts (Chapter 4)  
 Economic Effects (Chapter 5) 
 Transportation Effects (Chapter 6) 
 Section 4(f) Evaluation (Chapter 7) - Specifically the use of  0.81 acres of Cedar 

Lake Park which is currently being used for freight trains. 
 Lack of inclusion of methodology used to determine the cost of the SWLRT project.  

(Chapter 8) This lack of methodology is particularly glaring in light of the fact that a 
$100,000,000 “typo” occurred 

 Lack of an analysis of the indirect and cumulative impacts caused by the proposed 
freight relocation (Chapter 9) 

 Lack of analysis of Environmental Justice (Chapter 10) 
 Lack  of 23 CFR 771.111(f) analysis to determine if the relocation of freight is “feasible  

or prudent” (Chapter 11) 
 
Action requested: Halt any decision on the freight relocation issue until further study is 
completed such that the missing information and flawed assumptions can be addressed.  This 
secondary study needs to have a scope agreed upon by the city of St. Louis Park, Safety in the 
Park, and railroad companies.  Furthermore, the secondary study must be conducted by a 
government agency and engineering firm not previously associated with the proposed re-route.  
 



4 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY continued 

 
Once the new study is completed, a computer generated simulation representing all of the new 
findings should be produced.  This simulation will help residents and elected officials who are 
not engineers understand the impacts of the proposed re-route prior to making decisions. 
Conclusion of analysis of this SWLRT-DEIS response:  Applying the “test” from  23 CFR 
Sec. 774.17 reveals that the proposed reroute in LRT 3A (LPA) is neither “feasible nor prudent.” 
Therefore,  the use of  0.81 acres of Cedar Lake Park according to  the  Act of 1966 codified at  
49 U.S.C. 303 and 23 U.S.C. 138 will not impede the building of SWLRT.   
 
LRT 3A-1  (Co-location) best meets the Southwest Transitway project’s Purpose and Need  
Statement as expressed by the goals of improving mobility, providing a cost-effective and 
efficient travel option, preserving the environment, protecting quality of life, supporting economic 
development, and developing and maintaining a balanced and economically competitive 
multimodal freight system.   In light of the facts presented in this SWLRT-DEIS response 
Safety in the Park recommends that LRT 3A-1 (Co-location) be chosen as the only viable 
option for SWLRT. 
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CHAPTER 1 - PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION: 
 
1.0  -  The essential purpose of the National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA) is to ensure 
that environmental factors are weighted equally before an infrastructure project can be  
undertaken by a federal agency. The SWLRT-DEIS does not  fulfill the essential purpose of 
NEPA.  The SWLRT-DEIS is not an objective analysis of the environmental impacts of the 
proposed freight rail re-route (3A, LPA re-route) and the proposed co-location freight rail 
alternative (3A -1 LPA co-location).  Instead of being objective the SWLRT-DEIS is written as an 
advocacy for the favored outcome.  SWLRT-DEIS employs a variety of methods to mislead the 
reader and the Federal Transportation Administration into believing that co-location is not a 
“feasible or prudent” (NEPA [23 CFR 771.111(f)]) alternative, when in fact the exact opposite is 
true.  The methods used include, but are not limited to inconsistent use of vocabulary, 
highlighting aspects of co-location while glossing over the same aspects of relocation, 
manipulation of the co-location site to include more area  and completely omitting information 
about the re-route option that would call the feasibility of that option into question. 
 
1.1 - Although Safety in the Park! does not disagree with the need for the Southwest Light Rail 
Transit (SWLRT) Project, we do disagree with the need for the re-routing of freight trains from 
what is referred to in the SWLRT - DEIS as the Canadian Pacific(CP) Bass Lake Spur to the  
Minneapolis, Northfield and Southern ( MN&S) Subdivision and the Burlington Northern Santa 
Fe (BNSF) Wayzata Subdivision.    Using the term “Subdivision” in relation to the MN&S is not 
only incorrect it but it is also misleading.  According to officials at the CP the correct 
classification of the MN&S is a spur line that is part of the Paynesville Subdivision.  The use of 
the term subdivision when describing both the MN&S and the BNSF in St. Louis Park misleads 
the reader into thinking the MN&S and the BNSF are similar if not equal in layout and usage.  
This could not be further from the truth.  The Bass Lake Spur and the BNSF Wayzata 
Subdivision were both built to Main Line rail specifications.  They both have wide R-O-W, few if 
any at grade crossings and they are relatively straight and free of grade changes.  Conversely, 
the MN&S was built as an electric interurban and like all interurban has tight R-O-W, multiple 
aggressive curves and significant grade changes.  Furthermore, the addition of the connections 
between these freight rail lines will increase both curves and grades on the MN&S.  The 
connection between the Bass Lake Spur and the MN&S will have and eight degree curve and a 
grade of .86%. While the connection between the MN&S and Wayzata Subdivision will have a 
four degree curve and a 1.2% grade differential. (SWLRT-DEIS Appendices F parts 2 and 3 and 
SEH http://www.stlouispark.org/webfiles/file/community-dev/techmemo_4.pdf)  Adding to the 
misrepresentation of the different rail lines is the name given to the rail property owned by the 
Hennepin County Regional Rail Authority, locally and recently known as the Kenilworth Corridor.  
This “corridor” was until it was purchased by Hennepin County a major, mainline rail yard called 
the Kenwood Yard. This yard held as many as 14 sets of railroad tracks and with the exception 
of a short section, the land used as a rail yard has not been built upon. 
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The misrepresentation continues at the bottom of page 1-1 of the SWLRT-DEIS in the second 
bullet point which states, “The co-location of LRT and TC&W freight rail service on 
reconstructed freight rail tracks on the CP’s Bass Lake Spur and HCRRA’s Cedar Lake 
(Kenilworth Corridor)”suggesting that the TC&W tracks in the Kenilworth Corridor had to be 
“reconstructed” when in fact they had never been removed, and only underwent repairs to put 
them back into service (1-1). (  
 
A formal abandonment process never took place (an outline of this history was found in a 
document, 
T:TRE/3aTransitPlanning/Kwalker/SLP_FreightRail/BackgroundforHCRRA_120709.doc, 
obtained from the HCRRA through the Freedom of Information Act).  (Hennepin County Repair 
announcements August 27, 2012 - ). 
  
Further misuse of the term “abandoned” is found in the last paragraph on page 1-3 , “The LRT 
line would operate in a combination of environments including operations in abandoned freight 
rail right-of-way (ROW) acquired by HCRRA, at- grade operations in street and trunk highway 
ROW, and operations in new ROW that would be acquired from public and private entities” (1-
3).  When the HCRRA purchased the property in question it was in disuse, but it had not 
formally abandoned, it was not in use. The difference appears subtle, but it is not.   Formal 
abandonment requires a lengthy legal and administrative process to seek approval from the 
Surface Transportation Board,  which only acquiesces when it has been convinced that the 
tracks are not needed by any customers or the overall rail system.   
 
1.1.1 - Public Involvement and Agency Coordination Compliance: 
 
During the scoping process portions of St. Louis Park were denied a voice.  Potential 
participants in the scoping process were told that the freight rail issue did not belong in the 
discussions for a preferred alternative for the SWLRT.  Consequently, the choice of LPA may 
have been different had the freight rail question been part of the discussion from the beginning.  
This issue will be documented and explored further in the Chapter 12  of the SWLRT-DEIS 
comment. 
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1.2.1 - Early Planning Efforts 
On pages 1-6 and 1-7 a list of documents used in early planning of the SWLRT is presented.  
However there are several important documents left off of the list.  These documents are not 
favorable to SWLRT and therefore seem to have been ignored.   

 1996--City of St. Louis Park Resolution--96-73 (
) 

 1999--St. Louis Park Task Railroad Study 
http://www.hennepin.us/files/HennepinUS/Housing%20Community%20Works%20and%
20Transit/Regional%20Railroad%20Authority/Authority/Railroad_Study_March_1999.pdf 
-  

 2001 City of St. Louis Park Resolution--
 

 2010 City of St. Louis Park Resolution--10-070 
http://www.stlouispark.org/webfiles/file/freight_rail.pdf 

 Short Elliot Hendrickson Inc. (SEH)--Comparison of the MN&S route and the Kenilworth 
route--http://www.stlouispark.org/webfiles/file/community-dev/techmemo_4.pdf 

 2011 City of St. Louis Park Resolution 11-058 
http://www.stlouispark.org/webfiles/file/community-dev/5-31-
11_resolution_relating_to_freight_activity_in_slp.pdf 

 Evaluation of Twin Cities and Western Railroad responses(EAW) 
http://www.mnsrailstudy.org/key_documents 

 
To understand the opposition to the proposed reroute the documents listed above must be 
included in an objective evaluation of re-route portion of the SWLRT project.  Furthermore; the 
SEH study and the comments to the EAW   need to be considered before a conclusion about 
the freight question in the SWLRT-DEIS can be made.   
 
1.2.2 Environmental Review and Project Development Process  
 
This DEIS fails to consider the environmental impacts of the proposed reroute portion of the 
SWLRT project , but instead promotes a course of action that will redistribute property values 
from lower income neighborhoods in St. Louis Park to higher income neighborhoods in 
Minneapolis.  The result is a net decline not only of property values, but also to overall public 
safety of Hennepin County.   The reason for the effort to promote the re-route option over the 
co-location option may be based on undocumented promises touched on in the link below:  
http://hennepinmn.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?view_id=10&clip_id=1459 (F)11-HCRRA-
0072   
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On July 20, 2010 a member of St. Louis Park City Staff requested documentation of the analysis 
that allowed MnDOT to designate the MN&S as the “preferred location” for TC&W freight traffic 
after the freight tracks were severed while rebuilding Hiawatha Ave.  No documentation was 
ever received by the City of St. Louis Park.  (  
 
1.2  and 1.2.1: Paragraphs discuss the Scoping Process that should comply with MEPA and 
NEPA rules pertaining to open-to-the-public meetings, comment sessions, and other public 
comments options with regard to the Alternatives Analysis.  The DEIS admits during that time 
the city of St. Louis Park, residents and businesses were instructed in writing that the freight rail 
reroute was a separate issue not to be considered with the SWLRT.  Therefore the entire time 
of “public comment” to decide the AAs should be considered null and void because citizens and 
municipalities were not properly informed of the environmental impacts of the LPA (1-6). During 
this same time the HCRRA was aware of resolutions made by more than one St. Louis Park 
City Council opposed the re-routing of freight trains.   Had the reroute been considered a 
connected action during that time, it may have significantly changed support for the LPA by the 
city of St. Louis Park. Although the process may not have legally violated  MEPA and NEPA 
standards, it did violate the spirit of the law. 
 
1.3.2.1 - Declining Mobility  
 
The SWLRT-DEIS continues its misrepresentation of information in its discussion of declining 
mobility.  At the bottom of page 1-9 and the top of page 1-10 a list of current “employment 
centers” is given.  The second item in a bullet point list is “St. Louis Park’s Excelsior and Grand 
– 10,000 jobs” (1-9, 1-10). This information is false.  According to the City of St. Louis Park web-
site demographics of employment 
(http://www.stlouispark.org/webfiles/file/stats/employment_stats.pdf) there are a total of 10,078 
jobs in St. Louis Park.  Many of these jobs are not near the proposed SWLRT alignment.  The 
list  on the city web site does not assign any number of jobs to the Excelsior and Grand area.   
 
Following the list of “employment centers” (1-10), there is a general discussion about the 
congestion that could occur should the SWLRT not be built.  This information is based on the 
United States Census conducted in the year 2000.  The U.S. Census web site no longer shows 
census data from the year 2000 (http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/27000.html) making 
substantive comment on the data in SWLRT-DEIS impossible for the average resident of 
Hennepin County.  Also, based on this old, unavailable information that does not take into 
account the downturn in the economy in 2008, vague generalizations are made.  For example:  
“Current express bus travel times may increase, despite the current use of shoulder lanes”  (1-
10). 
 
A simple if/then statement can be used to sum up and sow doubt on the conclusions made.  If 
the information about St. Louis Park is false then what other information in the document is 
false? 
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1.3.2.2 - Limited Competitive, Reliable Transit Options for Choice Riders and Transit  
Dependent Populations including Reverse Commute Riders  
 
Information and generalizations based on the unavailable and outdated 2000 Census are used 
and therefore all of the DEIS’ conclusions are brought into question.  When the 2000 Census is 
not the source of information the exact source and date of the information is often not provided.  
An example from page 1-10 of the SWLRT- DEIS is a case in point.  “A number of major 
roadways in the study area such as TH 100 and TH 169 are identified by MnDOT as 
experiencing congestion during peak periods.” (1-10)  Who at MnDOT made this assertion?  
When was it made? Was the upcoming rebuild of TH 100 in St. Louis Park taken into account? 
(http://www.stlouispark.org/construction-updates/highway-100-reconstruction.html) 
 
Although the information in section 1.3.2.2 does not discuss the proposed re-route portion of the 
SWLRT, it does speak to the general misrepresentation of information in the SWLRT. 
 
1.3.2.3 - Need to Develop and Maintain a Balanced and Economically Competitive  
Multimodal Freight System  
 
It is easy to agree in theory with the need for a vibrant freight rail system in a growing economy.  
However, the unsubstantiated and false  assertions in this section make it impossible to agree 
that rail connections between the Bass Lake and MN&S spurs and the MN&S spur and the 
BNSF Wayzata subdivision are necessary for the greater good.   
 
The SWLRT-DEIS states,  “The construction of a new connection between the Bass Lake Spur 
and the MN&S Spur, a new connection between the MN&S Spur and the  BNSF Wayzata 
Subdivision, and the upgrading of track on the MN&S Spur are included as recommended  
actions in the Minnesota State Rail Plan”  (1-12). No citation is provided as to where in the 
Minnesota State Rail Plan this assertion can be found.  Presented on pages 4-11 and 4-12 of 
the Minnesota State Rail Plan 
(http://www.dot.state.mn.us/planning/railplan/finalreport/MNRailPlanFinalReportFeb2010.pdf) 
are text and charts describing the upgrades needed to both the BNSF and the CP prior to 2030.  
There is no mention of the connections mentioned in the SWLRT-DEIS (4-11& 4-12).  
 
It needs to be noted that the new construction discussed in the SWLRT-DEIS is the same plan 
used in the EAW vacated by MnDOT on December 20, 2011 (SWLRT-DEIS Appendix F parts 2 
and 3).  This plan was rejected as unworkable by the TC&W railroad in their comments to the 
EAW. 
(http://mnsrailstudy.org/yahoo_site_admin/assets/docs/Railroad_Comments.18891450.pdf ) 
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The next three sentences in this section are also misleading.  “Providing a direct connection to 
the north- south MN&S line would improve accessibility to CP’s Humboldt yard. Currently TC&W 
interchanges with the CP at their St. Paul yard. Although the Humboldt Yard is much closer, the 
inefficiency of the existing connection is so great that the extra distance to St. Paul is less 
onerous” (1-11 and 1-12). These sentences imply that most if not all of the TC&W’s business is 
with the CP. They also mistakenly imply that the TC&W will be happy to get the connection 
because it will improve the company’s efficiency.  However, the comments made by the TC&W 
in the EAW show just the opposite  (http://www.mnsrailstudy.org/key_documents--TC&W 
comments, page 1, last paragraph; also page 3, first bullet point under “Inaccuracies in the 
EAW...”). The STB Memorandum to Federal Transit Administration, Region V: Questions and 
Responses for Surface Transportation Board dated December 10, 2012 received incomplete 
responses about the interconnection needed for the relocation plan to work.   The maps given to 
explain the new interconnects lacked reference to the extreme grade changes that will take 
place.  Figure 1: Relocation Alternative, MN&S Spur does not indicate the need for a mile long 
ramp to accomplish the .86% grade (Figure 1: Relocation Alternative, MN&S Spur) needed to connect 
the Bass Lake Spur to the MN&S Spur.  Furthermore, Figure 3: Relocation Alternative, Re-
Established Connection does not describe the 1.2% grade needed to reestablish the connection 
between the MN&S Spur and the Wayzata Subdivision. (Figure 3: Relocation Alternative, Re-

Established Connection - MN&S Spur to Wayzata Sub)  
Missing completely from the discussion of the TC&W using the MN&S Spur to go to the 
Humboldt Yards in New Hope is the impact the added freight traffic will have on Northern St. 
Louis Park, Golden Valley, Crystal and New Hope.  In St. Louis Park alone there are two at 
grade rail crossings on the MN&S north of the BNSF.  One of the crossings is Cedar Lake 
Road, a major east/west roadway thought St. Louis Park yet the SWLRT does not document the 
traffic counts and the impacts of the crossing being closed on a regular basis. 
 
Reading the last sentence in the first full paragraph of page 1-12 and the non sequitur of the 
next full paragraph continues the misleading information.   
 
“The proposed connection in St. Louis Park allows the TC&W an alternate route at those times 
when the BNSF route is not available.  
 
Moving commodities along freight rail lines rather than by semi-trailer truck on the roadway 
system has a significant effect upon the region’s mobility. TC&W reports that an average train 
load equates to 40 trucks on the roadway system. Maintaining freight rail connections as a 
viable method for transporting goods to, from, and within the Twin Cities region contributes to 
the healthy economy of this region. As the roadway network continues to become more and 
more congested, moving commodities by freight rail will become more competitive” (1-12).  
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Placement of the above passage in the context of the discussion of the MN&S interconnects 
implies that without the interconnects the TC&W will have no choice but to use semi-trucks to 
move their freight.  The HCRRA’s praise for the economic and environmental virtues of freight 
railroads is laudable but at odds with HCRRA’s continuing long-term policy of pushing freight rail 
traffic to ever more marginal scraps of infrastructure.  Examples of the HCRRA’s displacement 
of freight railroad traffic from their purpose-built and most direct and efficient routes includes the 
closure of the former Milwaukee Road mainline that was used by the TC&W and ran below 
grade through south Minneapolis, and the constriction of the BNSF mainline adjacent to Target 
Field in Minneapolis.  In both of these cases freight rail traffic ceded right-of-way to relatively 
frivolous purposes, a bicycle trail for the Milwaukee Road mainline and a sports stadium and 
bicycle trail that constricts the BNSF Wayzata subdivision.  The wording of the DEIS uses the 
phantom assumption that the further constriction of the BNSF line at Target Field by the SWLRT 
is a fait accompli and re-routing the TC&W is the only alternative to trucking, but leaving the 
TC&W traffic in its current route provides it a straighter, flatter, safer, shorter, less costly and 
more direct route to its most important destination in St. Paul.  There are other alternatives to 
placement of the SWLRT and the bicycle trail that will not constrict freight rail traffic at Target 
Field.   
 
Severing the TC&W’s current route through the Kenilworth Corridor as proposed by the 
SWLRT-DEIS would have the opposite effect of “maintaining freight rail connections as a viable 
method for transporting goods” (1-12). 
 
The multitude of unsubstantiated and false assertions in this section make it impossible to agree 
that rail connections between the Bass Lake and MN&S spurs and the MN&S spur and the 
BNSF Wayzata subdivision are necessary for the improvement of the Twin Cities rail network.  
Therefore the bullet pointed benefits at the end of this section are not benefits under the current 
engineering plan in the SWLRT-DEIS.  
 

 Access to the Savage barge terminal would improve.  The SWLRT-DEIS only has one 
connection from the Bass Lake Spur to the MN&S Spur.  That connection curves north.  
For the access to Savage to improve there would also need to be a connection from the 
Bass Lake Spur to the MN&S Spur curving south. 

 Access to CP’s Humboldt Yard and other locations on the east side of the metropolitan 
area would be improved.  The Humboldt Yard is on the north side of Minneapolis, not the 
east side of the metropolitan area.  The problem would not be the access itself, but with 
the lack of efficiency and economic benefit to the TC&W of that access. The TC&W 
comments on this point in their EAW comments.  
http://www.mnsrailstudy.org/key_documents  

 An alternate route that avoids the downtown Minneapolis passenger station would be 
available to the TC&W.   Again, the route would be available, but would not prove to be 
of an economic benefit. 

 The quality of the north-south rail line would be upgraded.  Because the overall benefit of 
the interconnection does not exist, there is no need to upgrade the current track. (1-12) 
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1.4 - Project Goals and Objectives  
 
The goals and objectives of the SWLRT-DEIS project are not applied equally to all residents in 
the study area and this is in violation of the essential purpose of NEPA.   The 6 goals stated if 
implemented without alteration will have a detrimental impact on the residents of St. Louis Park. 
This details of the detrimental impact will be discussed further in this comment to the SWLRT-
DEIS. 
 
1. Improve mobility   - Due to blocked crossings and the closed crossing at 29th Street mobility 
in the MN&S reroute area will  decrease. 
2. Provide a cost-effective, efficient travel option   - The design as stated in the SWLRT - DEIS 
is not cost effective for the railroads, and there is no discussion of reliable funding for 
maintenance  
3. Protect the environment   - The environment in the vicinity of the MN&S will deteriorate.  The 
problems include but are not limited to an increase of noise and vibration and diesel fumes from 
locomotives laboring to climb steep grades will impact air quality and the threat of derailment 
and crossing accidents impacts the safety of residents.   
4. Preserve the quality of life in the study area and the region   -  Quality of life will decrease in 
the MN&S area.   
5. Support economic development  - Property Values and Small business will be negatively 
impacted. 
6. Support economically competitive freight rail system  - Should the proposed reroute be built 
the opposite to this goal will be accomplished.  The rail system in St. Louis Park will not be safe, 
efficient or effective (1-13 & 1-14). 
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CHAPTER 2 - ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED 
 
2.1.2 and 2.1.2.1: Paragraphs discuss the Scoping Process that should comply with MEPA and 
NEPA rules pertaining to open-to-the-public meetings, comment sessions, etc. with regard to 
the Alternatives Analysis.. However, as the DEIS admits; during that time the City Council of the 
city of St. Louis Park, the city’s residents and businesses were instructed in writing that the 
freight rail was a separate issue not to be connected with the SWLRT. (The DEIS walks through 
those events in detail) Therefore this entire time of “public comment” to decide the alternatives 
should be considered null and void because citizens and municipalities were not properly 
informed of the environmental impacts of the LPA. That fact should void the entire process for 
selecting an LPA, an early step in the development of SWLRT, especially when considering that 
opposition to the re-route by the city of St. Louis Park was not merely implied but the topic of 
repeated resolutions passed by the city. The city’s position was clear. Had the reroute been 
considered a connected action during that time, it may have significantly changed the question 
of support for the LPA by the city of St. Louis Park. Furthermore, the process was not consistent 
with MEPA and NEPA guidelines. Furthermore this influences all of the topics in the DEIS 
where it is noted that alternatives other than the LPA are not consistent with planned 
development.  This phrase is used repeatedly and refers only to the fact that plans surround the 
LPA. 
 
2.3.1.3 This is a discussion of the number of trains using the current route.  This discussion is 
not up-to-date. The TCW has added additional trains in the last six months. 
 
2.3.3.1: Discusses the easement rights of St. Louis Park for a portion of land. Though the 
easement is set aside for railroad development in St. Louis Park, the DEIS is written to appear 
as though St. Louis Park agreed to the re-route. As stated above, resolutions have repeatedly 
passed by the city opposing a re-route. In addition the state statute, 383B.81, is quite clear that 
the easement exists for railroad operations but DOES NOT provide any conditions for St. Louis 
Park agreeing to railroad operations, only that the land can be used for that purpose. 
 
2.3.3.4 Build Alternative Segments:  THERE IS A MAJOR FLAW HERE THAT AFFECTS THE 
ENTIRE DEIS. This section outlines the segments of the route to be analyzed throughout the 
DEIS but does so incorrectly. The FRR segment is correctly identified.  However, segment “A” 
includes a long portion of track that will NOT BE AFFECTED by a re-route or co-location.  It 
incorrectly adds all of the people, lands, buildings, institutions, etc. to the Segment “A”  when 
that Section “A” should only include the area between the planned West Lake station and the 
planned Penn Station; the co-location area.  The area from the planned Penn Station to the  
Target field  station is common to both the FRR segment and Segment A. and  effects in that 
area should not be attributed to any segment. 
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CHAPTER 3 SOCIAL EFFECTS: 
 
1-1.1 discusses the area studied--The study area is wholly incorrect in regard to the Freight Rail 
Reroute, and the areas chosen for study therefore affect all of the conclusions and render them 
inaccurate.   
 
The DEIS discusses the area studied to be a  mile radius from the LRT track. However, that  
mile radius is only applied to the LRT portion, not the FRR portion. The text says “the study area 
has been defined as the area within a one-half mile radius of the proposed Build Alternatives…. 
and includes the area of the Freight Rail Relocation segment.”  The  mile area of study does 
indeed include the FRR area, but does not include a  mile radius from the FRR (MN&S tracks)  
Therefore, much of the area that includes people, schools, institutions, and lands that will be 
affected  by the re-route are not being tallied as an affected area.   
 
An argument can actually be made that not only should the FRR track area of study be a  mile 
radius, but in fact because the weight, vibration, noise, etc. are greater for freight trains than 
light rail trains, an even broader area should be studied for the FRR. 
 
In section 3.1.2.7, the reported MN&S land use is generalized as follows:  the largest proportion 
of land use along this segment is at over 40% housing; park and undeveloped over 15%; 
schools about 7%, and industrial/retail/office about 7%.  That these figures are generalizations 
(“over 40%” and “about 7%”) indicates cursory attention to the affected areas.  In addition, the 
land use area along the MN&S is not specified.  The DEIS does not report the area being 
considered.  To illustrate my point, it is stated that the co-location area of consideration is within 

 mile of the track, but there is nothing stated about the distance from the track for the reroute. 
 
In section 3.1.2.4, the reported land use along the co-located route is far more specific, 
indicating careful study:  19.8% housing; 14.1% parks and open space; 10.7% water; and 
11.3% industrial.  
  
In spite of the fact that more than 70% of land use along the MN&S directly impacts human 
activity—but only 45.2% of land use surrounding co-location impacts human activity—the DEIS 
claims the reroute is the preferred option. 
  
It is unacceptable that the decision to move main-line freight to a spur track be made without 
careful, serious study.  Hennepin County has not seriously considered the negative impacts on 
community cohesion or safety impacts on residents, school children, and commuters within St. 
Louis Park.  The DEIS fails to accurately or objectively report impacts on rerouted freight traffic. 
 
3.1.8 Summary of Land Use: it’s unclear why the 3A-1 is not compatible with existing land use 
and the 3A is when the freight trains currently run on 3A-1. 
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On the same summary under the metric: Consistent with adopted regional and 
local plans, the 3A-1 is listed as Incompatible. This is because the Met Council and others have 
simply planned for freight rail to go away. (See above argument about the choice of the LPA. 
 
On page 3-15 in the land-use section, the DEIS claims that six separate studies “concluded the 
best option for freight rail operations was to relocate the TC&W freight rail operations to the 
MN&S line” (3-15).  However, what is missing in chapter three is a list of these “six separate 
studies.”  If the DEIS is referring to studies, then there are serious flaws in each “study,” 
including the fact that most of them are not true studies at all.  The possible studies are listed 
and outlined in the document below: 
 

Freight Rail Studies 
Freight Rail Realignment Study, TDKA—November 2009 

 Undertaken for Hennepin County after the locally preferred alternative for 
SWLRT was chosen. Needed to support SWLRT locally preferred alternative 

 No engineering took place 
 
Analysis of co-location of Freight and SWLRT, HDR—August 2009 

 Written for Hennepin County to support what is now the locally preferred option. 
 No engineering took place 

 
Evaluation of Twin City & Western Railroad (TCWR) routing alternatives, Amphar 
Consulting—November 2010 

 Co-location and re-route are not discussed in this report. 
 
Analysis of Freight Rail/LRT Coexistence, RL Banks—November 29, 2010 

 December 3, 2010 – Francis E. Loetterle, lead engineer for RL Banks study 
issued a letter admitting mistakes made in co-location analysis.  

 Study is flawed. 
 
MN&S/Kenilworth Freight Rail Study, SEH—February 2011 

 Used best-fit engineering 
 Co-location and re-route possible without taking properties 
 Co-location less costly 

 
MN&S Environmental Assessment Worksheet (EAW), MnDOT—issued May 16, 2011 

 Co-location not mentioned in this document 
 December 19, 2011—EAW was vacated.  
 It is no longer a valid document. 

 
On page 3-22, the HCRRA Staff Report on Freight Rail Relocation (August 2011) is cited as 
evidence that relocation is the preferred option.  Yet, when I click on the link, the web page 
cannot be found. 
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 In section 3.1.3.1, the DEIS concludes that “re-locating the freight rail activity . . . is identified 
most frequently by the plans as being the desired alternative for the SW Transitway” (3-26).  
Further down, the DEIS includes Table 3.1-2 Summary of Local and Regional 
Comprehensive Plans and Studies (3-20 – 3-26) which identifies three plans that make co-
location incompatible, but re-location the desired option. 
The three plans are the Hennepin Transportation Systems Plan (2011), the Hennepin County 
Sustainable Development Strategy 2011, and the Minneapolis Parks & Recreation Board 
Comprehensive Plan (2007).  
  
The link provided for the Hennepin County Transportation Systems Plan (2011) connects to a 
page that states, “The webpage cannot be found.”  Regardless, the fact that the plan was 
published in 2011—AFTER the Environmental Assessment Worksheet was vacated by MNDOT 
because the document couldn’t defend its position to reroute freight traffic to the MN&S 
suggests the reroute plan by Hennepin County is biased and invalid.  
  
The problem of validity is the same for the Hennepin County Sustainable Development Strategy 

2011.  However, this document is problematic for a variety of reasons.  The link does not lead 
to a document that clearly states the co-location is incompatible with LRT, nor does it comment 
on rerouting freight from the Kenilworth Corridor to the MN&S at all.  The following excerpts 
included below are the only comments in the document that allude to freight traffic: 
  

Midtown Greenway: this six-mile linear corridor across south Minneapolis, opened in 
phases from 2000 – 2006, exemplifies how a multi-use trail through a low- and middle-
income community can create jobs, stabilize property values, foster redevelopment, and 
encourage non-motorized transportation choices while preserving the opportunity for 
future transit. The success of this corridor has been enhanced by the Midtown 
Community Works Partnership, which has provided leadership through its public and 
business partners and resources for implementation. (9) 

  
Southwest LRT Community Works: This project exemplifies the county’s sustainable 
development strategy. The proposed 15-mile, 17-station Southwest LRT line, projected 
to open in 2017, will run from downtown Minneapolis to the region’s southwestern 
suburbs. The project has advanced through a decade of feasibility studies, an 
alternatives analysis, and a draft environmental impact statement. A locally preferred 
alternative for the LRT line was selected in spring 2010. The project is expected to 
receive federal approval to enter preliminary engineering in spring 2011. 
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In anticipation of the Southwest LRT project’s entry into preliminary engineering, the 
Hennepin County Board established the Southwest LRT Community Works project to 
integrate corridor-wide land use, development, housing, and access planning with the 
LRT line’s engineering and design. Southwest LRT Community Works, in collaboration 
with the Metropolitan Council and its Southwest LRT Project Office, will integrate LRT 
engineering and land use planning from the outset of the preliminary engineering 
process. This coordinated work, which also engages the cities and many other 
stakeholders along the corridor, seeks to maximize economic and community benefits of 
public transit investments and stimulate private investment within the corridor. [See box 
for additional information]. (10) 

  
[Box with additional information] ORGANIZATIONAL MODEL 
To achieve the objective of integrating LRT engineering with land use and development 
planning, the county and the Metropolitan Council have jointly developed an innovative 
organizational model with the following features: 
·   Multiple organizational linkages between the SW LRT Project and the SW LRT 
Community Works project, including shared business and community advisory 
committees, to advise and inform both the SW LRT and the SW LRT Community Works 
governing bodies. 

·    A project office housing both the SW LRT project engineering and Community Works 
staff, including two full time professional staff, an engineer and a planner, charged with 
actively promoting and managing the dialogue between engineering and land use, both 
within the project office and throughout the community. 
·    Community meeting rooms and public space for residents to learn about the LRT 
project and review plans for associated development. Residents will also be able to 
submit ideas for consideration, view models of LRT and station area plans, and learn of 
scheduled public meetings and other community engagement opportunities. 

  
Drawing on Community Works’ successful program emphasis on employment 
development, community connections, natural systems, tax base enhancement, and 
public and private investment coordination, the county is updating old and adding new 
programmatic elements. These changes reflect the connections between housing, 
transportation, employment, environment, health, and energy and their emerging 
integration in national public policy, finance, and philanthropy. (11) 

  
Place matters: While not highly prescriptive, county plans recognize the importance of 
transportation choices, enhanced economic competitiveness, and equitable, affordable 
housing in fostering sustainable communities. (11) 
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Finally, the Minneapolis Parks & Recreation Board Comprehensive Plan (2007) contains one 
brief excerpt included below that mentions transportation corridors, and again, there is no 
mention of freight traffic whatsoever: 
          

Work with the City of Minneapolis and other entities to identify and support multi-mode 
transportation corridors between parks, with preference given to routes that encourage 
non-motorized linkages between parks. (24) 

 
Section 3.1.3.1, “Land Use and Comprehensive Planning: Conclusions” states the following: 

“Based on the analysis of local and regional plans and studies, it has been determined 
that . . . relocating the freight rail activity from the Kenilworth Corridor to the previously 
planned and existing CP Rail corridor through St. Louis Park (Figure 2.3-2), is identified 
most frequently by the plans as being the desired alternative for the Southwest 
Transitway” (3-26).  

  
There is no mention in the “plans and studies” listed in the Land Use Chart of the four separate 
resolutions signed by St. Louis Park city councils and two different mayors in the document.  
These resolutions are outlined below.  In addition, the St. Louis Park Mission Statement and 
Vision St. Louis Park are not included in the chart, but the visions and mission statements of 
Minneapolis are included.  Nowhere in the vision statements of St. Louis Park is there a desire 
for rerouting freight traffic from the CP to the MN&S line.  These St. Louis Park plans make 
rerouting freight the incompatible option. 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

Minneapolis – There are no Minneapolis City Council Resolutions opposing freight 
continuing in the Kenilworth Corridor.  
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St. Louis Park did NOT agree to accept the re-route in exchange for the cleanup of a 
superfund site.  Below is a link to the statute and an explanation of pertinent passages. 

 
 

 

 
 

 
  
 

 
 

 
 

 
Missing documents… 

There are no known documents which support the assertion that the people of 
Minneapolis were promised the freight trains would be removed.  

 
In 3.1.5.1 “Effects to Land Use and Socioeconomics—Segment A,” the DEIS states, “in order to 
achieve adequate ROW for placement of the three facilities [existing freight rail, LRT rail, and a 
bike trail], up to 57 town homes would be removed in the area north of the West Lake Station on 
the west side of the corridor and 3 single-family houses would be removed north of Cedar Lark 
Parkway along Burnham Road” (3-34).  
  
Moving the bike trail is not included as a consideration in this DEIS.  Even though the DEIS itself 
cites an additional cost of $123 million to reroute freight traffic, there is no cost analysis or even 
consideration for rerouting a bike trail.  In addition, the city of St. Louis Park funded its own 
study regarding the feasibility of co-location when it became clear Hennepin County was not 
going to study the matter seriously, and this study found co-location possible without taking the 
57 town homes.  The three houses mentioned in segment A have never been mentioned before, 
so this property take is unclear. 
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The DEIS states that for relocation, “land use is not anticipated to change along the primarily 
residential areas . . . because improvements are within the existing corridor” (3-34).  Failure to 
mention the increased speed (from 10-25 mph), increased grade (to 0.86% ), increased 
vibrations which have not been studied according to this DEIS, and change in freight (from 
construction materials to coal and ethanol) constitutes negligence.  This DEIS fails to 
adequately study the very serious impacts on the “primarily residential areas,” not to mention 
the five schools within  mile of the MN&S. 
 
The only mitigation mentioned in section 3.1.7 Mitigation is mitigation for construction. No other 
mitigation is mentioned. A DEIS of this nature should include mitigation for the community 
accepting freight rail regardless of its route.  A full list of mitigation items has been submitted as 
a DEIS comment by the City of St. Louis Park 
 
 
 
Figure 3-2.1. In this section, neighborhoods are discussed.  Again, a very small radius of area is 
analyzed.  The neighborhoods included should be all neighborhoods that where a portion of the 
neighborhood is within  mile of the FRR tracks. 
 

In section 3.2.2.6, “Neighborhoods and Community Cohesion—Segment A,” the DEIS states, 
“Disruption to the community’s character [with co-location] is the introduction of additional rail 
facilities, i.e. LRT would be added to existing freight rail operations. With the additional tracks 
using a wider portion of the HCRRA corridor, the potential to alter historic properties and 
characteristics of the neighborhood . . . is introduced. The wider corridor with rail operations 
closer to residences and recreation areas decreases the opportunities for community cohesion” 
(3-58).   
  
The comment that co-location has “the potential to alter historic properties and characteristics of 
the neighborhood” fails to recall the historic fact that as many as 14 tracks once occupied that 
section of the corridor.  The historic characteristics of the neighborhood would not be altered at 
all, but rather, restored—slightly—in the form of one additional resurrected rail line.  As 
described in Minneapolis And The Age of Railways by Don L. Hofsommer (copyright 2005 by 
Don L. Hofsommer, Published by the University of Minnesota Press) the Minneapolis & St. 
Louis (M&StL) railroad was operating its line from Minneapolis to Carver, which would have 
passed through what is now the Kenilworth Corridor, as early as 1871 (pages 36 and 37).  At 
this time in history the MN&S line did not yet exist.  The Kenilworth Corridor, then known as 
Kenwood Yard, continued to be used for mainline freight until the 1980s.  The DEIS’ description 
of the Kenilworth Corridor as “historic,” without consideration of the factual history of the area, 
further demonstrates bias against co-location rather than serious study. 
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3.2.2.6 Discussion of neighborhood Cohesions ASSUMES that the 60 townhomes would need 
taking because of the assumption that the width of the Kenilworth corridor in 1/4 mile section is 
not wide enough for freight and light rail tracks.  In fact, moving the bike trail in that same space 
would eliminate such a need. “With the co-location alternative, the largest disruption in 
community cohesion would be the acquisition of 60 housing units” (see Section 3.3). 
 
There is absolutely no discussion of moving the bike trail instead of taking the 60 homes which 
artificially overstates the costs for co-location.  Here is a simple diagram that shows how the 
bike trail can be re-directed which would cost almost nothing since the entire suggested trail is 
already a designated bike trail. 
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In the same section, namely, 3.2.2.6, “Neighborhoods and Community Cohesion—Freight Rail 
Re-Location Segment,” the DEIS states, “The level of freight rail service through St. Louis Park 
is not anticipated to change, but would be redistributed to the MN&S Line (Figure 2.3-2). Since 
the MN&S is an active freight rail corridor and the relocation of the TC&W traffic to the MN&S 
would add only a small increase in freight rail traffic, significant impacts to community cohesion 
along the MN&S would not be anticipated” (60).   
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These statements are flatly incorrect.  The relocation of freight will add a significant increase in 
freight traffic through densely populated residential areas with narrow ROW.  Rerouted freight 
will pass within  mile of five schools—within 75 feet of the St. Louis Park Senior High School.  
In fact, according to the DEIS itself, freight traffic will increase by 788%.  
  
Furthermore, community cohesion will be profoundly, negatively impacted by the increased 
noise and vibrations due to mile-long coal- and ethanol-carrying trains climbing a grade of .86%, 
maneuvering through three tight curves in which engineer sightlines are limited to  as few as 
178 feet.  Six at-grade crossings will be blocked simultaneously as the longer rerouted trains 
travel along the MN&S.  The MN&S has never serviced unit trains of coal or ethanol, nor have 
the trains been longer than 45 cars.  Currently, the MN&S services one, 15-20-car train per day, 
Monday through Friday between 9 a.m. and 6 p.m.—it travels south and returns north once per 
day.  The rerouted traffic will send an additional 258 cars per day, and the trains will effectively 
travel seven days a week, twenty-four hours per day.   These numbers do not include any 
projected increases in freight traffic. 
  
This DEIS does not seriously consider the detrimental impact on community cohesion for St. 
Louis Park.  It does not include the noise and vibration studies needed for determining real 
impact as well as necessary mitigation; it does not include traffic counts at the six, at-grade 
crossings that will experience prolonged blocking due to the rerouted train; it does not include 
traffic studies that take into account the school bus traffic traveling between the two schools 
bisected by the MN&S—the St. Louis Park Senior High School and Park Spanish Immersion; it 
does not take into account the dangerous freight passing within 100 feet and above grade 
through densely-populated residential areas; and it does not take into account that trains 
carrying hazardous materials, going around tight corners, accelerating hard to climb the steep 
grade, or braking hard to travel down the steep grade, will cross on bridges over Highway 7 and 
Minnetonka Boulevard—two very busy roads—in a compromised position.  The rerouted trains 
would ideally cross on bridges over busy highways/roadways going straight; this is not the case 
for the MN&S, and there are no derailment studies included in the DEIS that discuss the 
impacts of this reroute. 
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3.2.2.6 Quotes “a small increase in freight rail traffic, significant impacts to community cohesion 
along the MN&S would not be anticipated.” A 788% increase is not small. The average train 
cars a day traveling the MN&S today is 28.  The average daily train cars if the re-route would go 
forward would be 253 (per S.E.H. Study, April 2011 commissioned by the City of St. Louis 
Park).  It goes on to dismiss other “community cohesion” issues such as: 
 

A. The added freight rail bisects the high school campus, a high school with over 1300 
students. This is the primary concern of most St. Louis Park residents. The tracks runs 
within 35 feet of the high school parking lot and 75 feet of the building itself. The school’s 
main athletic field is across the tracks from the high school.  Children need to cross the 
tracks very frequently.  An entire analysis of this issue along should be in the DEIS.  The 
dangers here are enormous regardless of any planned “whistle quiet” zone.  This is 
particularly dangerous because of the curves of the track and the speed and weight of 
the trains to be re-routed.  The TC&W has publicly stated, and experts agree, that if a 
child/children are on the tracks for whatever reason, a train WILL NOT BE ABLE TO 
STOP to avoid a tragedy. With today’s slower, smaller, lighter traffic on that line, trains 
CAN stop.  This is a core issue. 
 
B. The traffic issues of blocking six at-grade auto/ped crossing including school busses 
entering/exiting the high school and the ripple effect of those issues because our school 
system “cycles” those buses from school to school. 
 
C. The inherent danger of the longer, faster, heavier freight trains running near hundreds 
of homes, in some places on elevated tracks. 

 
D. The noise, vibration issues for all residents and schools in the area. 

 
Ironically, the DEIS states that “moving Freight rail service to the MN&S line will benefit the bus 
transit system by eliminating delays caused by freight rail operations. The removal of freight rail 
service from the Wooddale Avenue and Beltline Boulevard areas of St. Louis Park and the West 
Lake Street area of Minneapolis will make these areas more attractive for 
development/redevelopment, especially for housing” (60).  
  
If moving freight out of an area will benefit that area, then it is certainly reasonable to assume 
that moving that same freight into another area will cause harm.  The DEIS clearly states that 
“community cohesion along the MN&S would not be anticipated” (60).  The document itself 
contradicts a fundamental issue that it purports to seriously study.  This DEIS does not 
represent a legitimate look at co-location or re-location.  It simply documents a wish by county 
officials to move freight traffic from its historical, logical, and safe location to a different, less-
desirable location. 
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In section 3.2.2.7 titled “Summary of Potential Impacts by Build Alternative,” the following is 
stated:  “LRT 3A-1 (co-location alternative) has the potential for adverse community impacts 
because of the conflicts that could result from having an excess of activity confined to an area 
not originally intended for such an intense level of transportation. In this scenario a relatively 
narrow ROW corridor would be forced to accommodate a freight rail line, LRT, and a multi-use 
trail creating an even greater barrier to community cohesion in Segment A” (3-61).  
  
Again, the assertion that the co-location area was “not originally intended for such an intense 
level of transportation” is ludicrous in light of the historical facts.  The Kenilworth Corridor (where 
co-location can occur) was originally an intensively used rail route that contained 9 separate rail 
lines at its narrowest point, and 15 lines at its juncture with the BNSF.  In fact, the bike trail is 
currently using an old rail bed; this could be used by the LRT line, and safety would not be 
compromised as a result.  Additionally, at-grade crossings would not be blocked simultaneously 
with co-location, nor would the freight and LRT pass residential housing above-grade, nor would 
the lines pass five schools within  mile, nor would taxpayers needlessly spend an additional 
$123 million. 
 
The DEIS also states that “the addition of the Freight Rail Relocation to all of the alternatives 
above would have a positive impact to adjacent neighborhoods or community cohesion because 
removal of freight operations along Segment 4 would eliminate a barrier to community linkages” 
(3-61).  
  
This sentence simply ignores the fact that relocation would profoundly impact community 
cohesion in St. Louis Park.  If the train is rerouted, six at-grade crossings will be blocked 
simultaneously by unit trains—cutting off emergency vehicle routes; the St. Louis Park Senior 
High School’s campus will be blocked by these same unit trains for 10-15 minutes at a time; the 
school’s bus transportation system will be seriously impaired due to the blocked intersection 
between the high school and Park Spanish Immersion; residents will face the introduction of 
noise and vibrations never experienced before (and not studied) in St. Louis Park as a result of 
the intensive grade increase to get the trains from the CP line to the MN&S.  There is not one 
single “positive impact to adjacent neighborhoods” along the MN&S, and the DEIS itself fails to 
mention how relocation is an “improvement.” 
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In Table 3.2-2. “Summary of Neighborhood, Community Services, and Community Cohesion 
Impacts by Build Alternative,” co-location is cited as incompatible because “Some 
neighborhoods are concerned about keeping freight rail and some neighborhoods about 
additional freight rail traffic” (3-67).  What is missing from this table are the robust concerns that 
St. Louis Park city officials have expressed over a decade in the form of four different 
resolutions.  In addition, St. Louis Park residents/neighborhoods have been extremely vocal.  
They have expressed their concerns in the following ways:  Over 1500 people signed a petition 
requesting co-location rather than relocation; hundreds of residents attended and spoke at two 
separate listening sessions held by the City Council of St. Louis Park which Gail Dorfman, 
county commissioner, attended.  Notably, Ms. Keisha Piehl of 6325 33rd St. West in St. Louis 
Park spoke directly to the question of community cohesion during the April 2012 listening 
session (http://www.stlouispark.org/webfiles/file/Comm_Dev/freight_comments.pdf).   
 
St. Louis Park citizens, city council members, and the mayor attached extensive mitigation 
requests to the EAW before MNDOT vacated the document—much of that EAW is repeated in 
this DEIS, but the city’s and residents’ requests are not acknowledged; the Project Management 
Team assembled by Hennepin County included residents that represented each of the 
neighborhoods of St. Louis Park, and the representatives repeatedly voiced concerns about the 
engineering plans—those concerns were completely ignored.  There are many more ways in 
which St. Louis Park neighborhoods voiced concerns (i.e. letters to the editor in the Minneapolis 
Star Tribune as well as other local newspapers, letters to city, county, state, and federal 
representatives, and so on).  These concerns have been consistently ignored by Hennepin 
County officials and continue to be disregarded in this DEIS, but they must be included. 
 
There is a core analytical flaw in section 3.2.2.8.  It compares effects between section FRR and 
section A.  However, it is flawed because the effects of segment  “A”  take into account the area 
north of Kenilworth corridor even though that area will be affected with or without the FRR. 
Therefore, this is not a reasonable conclusion. The conclusions should be drawn only from a 
comparison of the FRR vs. Segment A minus the area north of the point approximately at the 
planned Penn Station. In addition the parkland affected is overstated in the co-location 
alternative because in this portion entire parcels are counted while the actual amount of space 
affected by the freight train is nominal. Because the Cedar Lake Park is so large, it appears 
there is a potential large impact even though the actual area impacted is quite small. 
 
Table 3.6-3. Visual Effects by Segment listed ZERO visual effects for the FRR because the 
actual Re-route is not examined, only the effects of the LRT. Even though it is clear that there 
will be major visual effects by the building of the ramp and the enormous increase of freight 
traffic in the relocation area. 
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3.3.3.3 Relocation plans assume purchasing of all of the town homes on the Kenilworth corridor 
as opposed to moving the bicycle trail. It also arbitrarily assumes the Co-location homes need 
taking but none of the Relocation  home needs taking without any apparent analysis of how that 
is determined. i.e; # of feet from the tracks, etc. 
 
In section 3.4.5.3 titled “Build Alternatives,” the DEIS states that “No National Register listed or 
eligible architectural resources have been identified within Segment 3” (3-79) which is the co-
location segment.  However, further down this page, the DEIS states that because of “the 
construction of new bridge structures within the historic district[,] the design and footprint of 
these structures may affect the banks of the historic channel and may affect the district’s overall 
feeling and setting” (3-79).   
 
The language on this page suggests a direct contradiction.  If there are not nationally registered 
resources in the corridor, why will the “historic channel” be affected?  What determines 
“historic”?  The language itself demonstrates bias against co-location and helps to explain the 
numerous, puzzling exclusions in the DEIS of the negative impacts related to relocation. 
 
To be fair, the DEIS does acknowledge the following regarding relocating freight to the MN&S: 
 

3.4.5.3 Build Alternatives:  Freight Rail Relocation Segment 
Architectural properties in Segment FRR, which are listed in or eligible for the National 
Register include two historic districts and two individual properties. See the summary 
table and map for Segment FRR in the tables in the Section 106 Consultation Package 
in Appendix H. 

 
Potential long-term effects may occur at the following properties: 
• Brownie and Cedar Lakes, including the connecting channel, part of the Grand Rounds 
historic district (potential effects of new track construction on the features and settings of 
lakes and channel) 

 
Other potential effects to historic properties in Segment FRR relate to potential noise 
issues. 

 
Three areas with archaeological potential, comprising 3 acres, were identified in the 
Supplemental Archaeological Phase 1A along Segment FRR. Any of these that are 
found eligible could experience impacts from construction. (3-81) 

 
In spite of the acknowledged impacts to historical resources along the MN&S, the DEIS favors 
rerouting freight rather than co-locating because the “overall feeling and setting” of the 
Kenilworth Corridor may be impacted (3-79).  It is not made clear by the DEIS how one 
determines “feeling and setting” or how one even defines these attributes.  What is missing from 
this section is commentary on how the “overall feeling and setting” will be negatively impacted 
along the MN&S.   
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In Table 3.5-2: “Potential Direct Impacts to Parkland by Segment,” the DEIS states that “no 
permanent impacts [are] anticipated” for the three parks along the reroute, namely Roxbury, 
Keystone, and Dakota (3-94).  However, further down, the DEIS states that “construction 
footprints for the Freight Rail Relocation segment have not been developed, so acreage of 
temporary and long-term impacts have not been developed” (3-96).  Any statement regarding 
impacts do not reflect reality when “construction footprints for the [FRR] segment have not been 
developed” (3-96).  Nothing intelligent can be said about the impacts on these parks when the 
areas have not been studied. 
 
Not surprisingly, the DEIS reveals that “conceptual engineering indicates that Segment A (co-
location) would have a long term impact on approximately 0.88 acre. This includes a long term 
impact on approximately 0.81 acre in Cedar Lake Park, approximately 0.07 acre in Cedar Lake 
Parkway and approximately 0.01 acre in Lake of the Isles for widening the corridor to 
accommodate the freight rail line” (3-95).  It is unclear why the corridor needs to be widened to 
accommodate the freight-rail line when the line already exists in the corridor, but the DEIS does 
not explain this mystery.  In addition, as stated earlier, at its narrowest point, the corridor housed 
nine separate rail lines.  The bike trail that now parallels the freight line is on the freight ROW; it 
is using an old rail bed.  There is no need to widen an already wide corridor. 
 
3.7 Safety: 

A. No derailment study. merely a mention of “no recent derailments”. There was at least 
one derailment on the MN&S within the last 20 years. And there was one derailment just 
two years ago of the actual trains that are to be relocated.  
B. Only two schools are listed as being “nearby” the freight rail reroute. Why is the area 
studied simply “nearby” and not the  mile rule that is used in the rest of the DEIS. If 
that rule was used 6 schools would be listed. Only 2 parks are listed on the FRR using 
the same methodology. In fact, there are more. 
C. At grade safety evaluation looks at HISTORY only when it recaps that no incidents 
have happened. However, this is an incorrect statement because the evaluation does 
not examine the new train traffic that will be realized. 
D. The entire examination of properties list the “dwellings within 50 feet” versus “property 
within 50 feet”. It is reasonable to assume that homeowners whose backyards and 
garages are within 50 feet of the tracks will experience a significant safety risk because 
that property is inhabited. 
E. The schools are listed as merely “entities” versus people. Therefore, an incorrect 
comparison is done when considering people impacted. The high school alone contains 
over 1300 students. Other schools contain hundreds of students as well. These numbers 
should be included in safety hazards. 
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CHAPTER 4--ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS: 
 
4.6 Air Quality, pages 66-76 
MN&S Freight Rail Report from Appendix H part 1, pages 109-113  
 
The conclusion reached in the air quality section excludes important criteria and flawed 
assumptions.  The proposed action for the Freight Rail Relocation will result in significant 
increased exposure to a multiple health risk sources and decreased livability for residents.  
  
Flawed Assumption: The DEIS states that ‘freight relocation will not be a net increase in train 
operations but rather a relocation.’ This overarching statement fails to consider that the 
relocation of freight is from a highly industrial land use to a high-density residential area with 
park and school facilities. Population density maps indicate that the majority of the area along 
the MN&S Sub is  1000-7500 with pockets of 7500+. In comparison, the area adjacent to the 
Bass Lake Spur has significantly less population density (Attachment Appendix 4). 
 
Flawed Assumption: The relocation of freight is from the Bass Lake Spur with a straight, 
relatively flat track and larger ROW. The MN&S ROW is significantly smaller which means that 
the residents will be in closer contact to the pollution source. 
 
Missing Information: The grade characteristics of the MN&S Spur will cause an increase in the 
amount of locomotive throttle needed. The necessary connection will introduce gradients that 
are not currently part of operational activities in St Louis Park:  Wayzata Subdivision connection 
is 1.2% and Bass Lake Spur connection is 0.86%.  TCWR commented on this aspect during the 
MN&S Rail Study EAW: greater grades will result in increased diesel emissions due to the need 
for more horsepower because of the increased grade (Supporting data A, page 4). There is no 
assessment for this fact.  
 
Missing Information: The Freight Rail Re-Route design includes a siding track along the 
Wayzata Subdivision in St Louis Park, Minneapolis. The purpose of this siding to allow for the 
TCWR to wait for access to the shared trackage along Wayzata Subdivision, from 
approximately Penn Ave through the Twins Station congestion area. This area is shared with 
BNSF and Metro Transit NorthStar line. There is no discussion of how this idling of the 
locomotives will negatively impact air quality. Furthermore, once the the siding is in place it will 
be possible for not only TC&W trains to use the siding, but also BNSF trains.  It is possible that 
the siding could be in use twenty-four hours a day, seven days a week, three-hundred-sixty-five 
days a year.  There is no discussion about how this very possible increase in idling trains will 
affect air quality. 
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Flawed Assumption: page 4-76. It states that the queuing of vehicles when freight blocks an 
intersection will be similar with or without Freight Rail Reroute and would not impact air quality. 
This statement fails to consider the following: 1. Wooddale and Beltline Blvd are the roads in St 
Louis Park that would have freight removed. However, these intersections will still have 
significant congestion from SWLRT crossing and blockage 2. The re-routing of freight will be to 
an area that has more at-grade crossings (5 vs 2) and within closer proximity of each other. All 
five crossing on the MN&S are within 1.2 miles but the crossing on the Bass Lake Spur are 
approximately one mile apart. Motor vehicles will be idling significantly more while waiting at 
multiple at-grade crossings 3. The close proximity of the at grade crossing on the MN&S will 
have an accumulative impact. Trains of 20 or 50 cars will be block three intersection 
simultaneously. Trains of 80 or 100 cars will block all five intersections simultaneously (MN&S 
Report, Table 5 on page 105). 
 
Inconsistent Statements: Page 4-72. The Freight Rail ReRoute is described as not regionally 
significant according to MnDot definitions. It is therefore not evaluated or accountable to air 
quality conformity, including CAAA requirement and Conformity Rules, 40 C.F.R 93. This 
application of being not significant is contradicted in other areas of the SWLRT DEIS. Including 
the finding  in Chapter 1 of the SWLRT-DEIS  that there is a “Need to Develop and Maintain a 
Balanced and Economically Competitive Multimodal Freight System “(1-10) 
 
Action requested: The EPA has tightened the fine particulate regulations in December 2012. 
One possible source for soot pollution is diesel emissions which is a possible issue with the 
freight rail relocation. The locomotives that struggle with the increased grade changes will 
release an increased amount of diesel fumes. the air quality section should be revised and 
updated to reflect the tighter regulations.  
 
Action requested: Halt any decision on the freight issue until further study is completed such 
that the missing information, flawed assumptions, and inconsistent statements can be 
answered. This secondary study needs to have a scope which the city, residents, and railroad 
company can agree on. Once the new studies are complete and the scope is decided, a 
computer generated simulation representing all of the new findings should be produced.  This 
simulation will help residents and elected officials who are not engineers understand the 
impacts of the proposed reroute prior to making decisions. 
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4.7.7  Noise Impacts to the Freight Rail Reroute 
Section 4.7.7, pages 99-104 
MN&S Freight Rail Report from Appendix H part 1, pages 114-124  
 
It is important to highlight the current existing traffic is during day hours, specifically from 9 a.m. 
to 4 p.m., on a Monday-Friday basis. With this situation, a resident with a traditional 9-5 job 
pattern would have very minimal exposure to the current freight. The proposed action will 
expand the hours of noise impact to 7AM through evening hours. In addition, the unit trains 
travel during the overnight hours whenever needed for business. Also, the days of service will 
increase to weekend usage with at least 6 days of service, if not everyday. This is significant 
because the current impacts to residents are limited to weekday hours with minimal impact on 
social, family, or neighborhood events. 
 
It is also important to highlight that the information and hard data used to assess impacts 
SWLRT DEIS is a repurposing of the MN&S Freight Rail Study EAW. The EAW was in appeal 
process with both the City of St Louis Park and a residential group when the document was 
‘vacated’. It has been used in the SWLRT DEIS as the hard data, included in the Appendix H as 
a the MN&S Freight Rail Study. It is reasonable to state that the same issues that were being 
appealed with methodology, impact assessment, and environmental act violation exist in the 
SWLRT DEIS.  
  
Comment on Section 4.7.7 regarding the field study, noise analysis 
 
There is disagreement with the methodology used in the Noise Section in the MN&S report in 
the appendix. This report is the document used as the field work to evaluate the noise impacts 
for the Freight Rail Reroute in the SWLRT DEIS. The noise analysis is located in the MN&S 
Report on pages 114-124. The noise assessment is both missing important criteria and has 
flawed assumptions within the scope of the field work.  
  
Missing Information: There is no noise assessment or field data gathered for the existing noise 
along the Bass Line Spur. This data is critical for the full understanding of the existing noise 
level of the TCWR traffic and how this level of noise compares to the noise measurement taken 
along the MN&S tracks. 
 
Missing Information: The Bass Lake Spur to MN&S Spur connection will be a mile long structure 
that has a 0.86% grade change. The noise assessment in the MN&S Report does not discuss or 
evaluate how this new structure will impact noise. TC&W commented to this aspect- specifically 
stating that there will be increased and significant noise due to accelerating locomotives 
struggling to make the increased grades (Supporting data A, page 4). In addition, the City of St 
Louis Park Appeal to the MN&S Freight Rail Study EAW stated that the noise section did not 
address the noise created by additional locomotives needed to pull trains up the incline 
(Supporting data B, page 15). 
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Missing Information: The Bass Lake Spur to MN&S connection is a large and significant bridge 
structure with a tight curve. The noise assessment in the MN&S Report does not study or 
consider the impacts to the homes located on southeast corner (east of the MN&S Spur, south 
of the Bass Lake Spur). The residents will have an introduction of noise from a new source due 
to the additional locomotive throttle and curve squeal.  
 
Missing Information: The MN&S Report and the noise assessment does not consider the grade 
needed to connect from the BNSF Wayzata Subdivision to the MN&S Spur. This is the area of 
the project that is known as the Iron Triangle. It is identified as a 1.2% grade on the MN&S 
Alignment Profile (Attachment Appendix 4). TC&W identified this missing information in their 
comment to the MN&S Freight Rail EAW (Supporting data A, page 4).  
 
Missing Information: The MN&S Report does not assess the noise impacts to the residential 
homes near the Iron Triangle. The use of the Iron Triangle for the connection from the MN&S 
Spur and the BNSF Wayzata Subdivision includes changing the land use from an inactive to an 
active rail corridor. The adjacent residential homes are located at 50-100 ft distance from the 
proposed connection. In addition, this is an introduction of freight noise not current experienced 
by the community.  
 
Missing Information: The Bass Lake Spur to MN&S Spur connection will include an eight degree 
curve. The field data in the MN&S Report does not evaluate the potential of this curve to be a 
noise source. Again, a comment by TC&W states that “the increased curvature creates 
additional friction, which amplifies the noise emissions including high frequency squealing and 
echoing” (Supporting data A, page 4). The City of St Louis Park also included the squealing 
wheel as a noise source in the appeal to the EAW (Supporting data B, page 15).  
 
Missing information: The MN&S Report does not include assessment on the noise source of the 
stationary crossing signals and bells. It does not assess the noise generated from these 
stationary sources as either a solo intersection or as multiple intersection events. The 
characteristics of the MN&S sub includes 5 at grade crossing within close proximity. It is fact 
that multiple crossings will be blocked simultaneously with the re-routed freight causing all 
stationary sources of noise to be generated simultaneously. This characteristic will compound 
noise impact.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



34 

Missing Information: FTA Noise and Vibration Manual, Section 2 3.2.2: It is recommended that 
Lmax be provided in environmental documents to supplement and to help satisfy the full 
disclosure requirement of NEPA.  

 The Lmax was not included in the noise section of the MN&S Report which would 
satisfy full disclosure.   

 FTA Noise and Vibration Manual, Appendix F Computing Maximum Noise Level 
or Lmax for Single Train Passby (Attachment Appendix 4). 

 The net change of Lmax will be significantly increased due to the increase in 
variables from the existing traffic to the proposed traffic. The variables expected 
to increase are speed (10 MPH to 25 MPH proposed), Length locos (2 
locomotives current vs 4 locomotives for proposal to re-route) and Length cars 
(average current traffic is 20 cars vs 120 cars in the proposed rerouted 
traffic).This is a significant and important measurement  that could be used to 
better understand the change in noise impacts.  

 MN&S Freight Rail Study EAW Brief of Relators Appeal, Jami Ann LaPray, et al 
cites the lack of information on the Lmax as evidence that the noise study is 
inadequate. In detail, the appeal states that the use of Ldn is inadequate 
because it is an average noise level over 24 hours, not reflective of the noise 
impacts that a resident will actually hear (Supporting data C, page 23). 

 
Flawed assumption: The noise section assumes that the re-routed freight will be able to travel at 
25 MPH without consideration of the grade change of both the current MN&S profile and the 
new constructed interconnect structure.  
 
Flawed assumption, improper analysis: The noise assessment was done with the current MN&S 
freight which has 2 locomotives and 10-30 cars. The freight traffic that will be rerouted will have 
trains that have up to 4 locomotives and 120 car length and it is projected to be a 788% 
increase as compared to the current freight.  The noise assessment in the MN&S Report uses 
the current freight noise without consideration that the train profile will change, the amount of 
time of exposure to the noise will increase due to more trains per day with expanded hours of 
operation, and the duration per pass by will increase.  
 
Missing information, improper analysis: Table 11 on the MN&S Report has a list of properties 
that are expected to have severe noise impacts. The distance to the impacted sites vary from 80 
to 355 feet, with 273 out of the 327 total sites within 120 ft. In general, this analysis is improper 
because the impacts to the LRT sections are discussed as within half mile. The greatest 
distance discussed for freight is 355ft so the methodology for noise impact is not equally 
applied. Specifically, it is highly probable that expanding the impact footprint will increase the 
numbers for both moderate and severe impacts. Therefore, the number of sites with impacts is 
grossly underestimated.  
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Flawed assumption: There are currently no trains on the MN&S during night hours. The 
proposed re-routed freight will include unit trains at night. This is briefly discussed in the noise 
analysis but it was minimized and not properly described as a significant negative impact. The 
City of St Louis Park appeal asked that this noise source be considered a severe impact 
(Supporting data B, page 15). 
 
Flawed assumption: The noise impact section for the FRR section describes that all severe 
noise impacts are a result of the train whistle at at-grade intersections. It is also a flawed 
assumption to state that a quiet zone will eliminate all severe noise impacts.  Page 4-101. The 
assertion is not correct because the noise assessment within the MN&S Rail Report is missing 
data as described above. 
 
Table 4.7-13 MN&S Relocation Noise Impacts: This table describes that there would be 
moderate noise impacts at 95 sites and severe noise impacts at 75 sites. This data is grossly 
underestimated. It is not possible to understand or evaluate the impacts because the field work 
and assessment had missing data and flawed assumptions as described above.  
 
Figure 4.7.2- The figure does not include the noise sites for the Freight Rail Reroute. This is 
missing information and should be considered as an argument that the project proposer has not 
studied all sections equally or with due diligence.  
 
Comments on the mitigation proposed for noise impacts 
 
Federal guidelines:   
FTA Noise and Vibration Manual 2 Section 3.2.4- Mitigation policy considerations--Before 
approving a construction grant--FTA must make a finding that ...ii the preservation and 
enhancement of the environment and the interest of the community in which a project is located 
were considered and iii no adverse environmental effect is likely to result from the project or no 
feasible and prudent alternative to the effect exist and all reasonable steps have been take to 
minimize the effect. 
  
Reasonable steps have not been taken to minimize the effect. The only mitigation for noise is a 
Quiet Zone but after this mitigation, the level of noise impact is still moderate. Assuming that the 
assessment is valid and complete.  
  
The noise mitigation section of the manual (section 3.2.5) state that moderate level noise should 
be further mitigated under certain circumstances/factors. There is a compelling argument for 
mitigation when a. large number of noise sensitive site affected b. net increase over existing 
noise levels c. community views. The NEPA compliance process provides the framework for 
hearing community concerns and then making a good faith effort to address these concerns.  
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The Freight Rail Relocation is within a high density residential community and within half mile of 
5 schools. The MN&S tracks have a narrow Right of Way with many adjacent residential parcels 
at 50-100 ft. It is within reason to state and request that further mitigation should be part of this 
SWLRT DEIS due to FTA noise and vibration manual description (section 3.2.5).  
 
A Quiet Zone is described as reasonable mitigation for the noise impacts for the FRR section. A 
quiet zone evaluation is done with the FRA, MNDot, and Rail companies. The evaluation of the 
possible improvements needed are based on vehicle traffic traditionally. In fact, the rules on 
how pedestrians and pedestrian safety should be treated is not clear. It is improper to consider 
and/or a design a quiet zone in FRR without proper weight on the high pedestrian use of the St 
Louis Park High School area. In addition, it is critical to note that the traffic analysis within the 
MN&S Report includes no data on pedestrian or bike traffic for the FRR section. The residents 
and communities requested this additional count information but were repeatedly ignored during 
the PMT meeting on the MN&S Study.   
 
The real life situation is that the school is bookended by two blind curves, making it impossible 
for a rail conductor to view a dangerous situation in time to divert a disaster. The conductor has 
the right to blow their horn in situation that are considered hazardous, regardless of a quiet zone 
status. The characteristics of the MN&S have innate conditions with close populations of 
students, division of a school campus, and blind curves. It should be factored in the noise 
analysis that the railroad companies will continue to use whistles.  
 
The proposal for a Quiet Zone was also included in the MN&S Freight Rail EAW. Both the 
Canadian Pacific Railway and TC&W Railroad commented in a negative manner during the 
comment phase. CP stated “designing and constructing the improvements needed for FRA 
requirements may be difficult- especially considering the site and geometrics of the corridor.” 
Supporting document d. The comment by TC&W was that they “have safety concerns due to a 
number of factors: 1. increase in train size, speed, and frequency: 2. proximity to schools, 
businesses, and residential and 3. an increased number of at grade crossings” (Supporting 
document A, page 5).  
 
Action requested: Halt any decision on the freight issue until further study is completed such 
that the missing information, flawed assumptions can be answered. This secondary study needs 
to have a scope which the city, residents, and railroad company can agree on. Once the new 
studies are complete and the scope is decided, a computer generated simulation representing 
all of the new findings should be produced.  This simulation will help residents and elected 
officials who are not engineers understand the impacts of the proposed reroute prior to making 
decisions. 
 
Action requested: SWLRT DEIS should include a diagram, discussion, and specifics of the quiet 
zone designs proposed. This is necessary prior to a decision on the freight issue in order to 
understand if a Quiet Zone is even feasible or realistic for the FRR.  
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Action requested: SWLRT DEIS should include a full list of mitigation that could be considered 
for both moderate and severe noise impacts for the FRR.  
 
Action requested: SWLRT DEIS should include mitigation option if the implementation of a quiet 
zone is not plausible.  
  
Action requested: The project management for the SWLRT should engage and include the EPA 
in the discussion of the noise impacts to the FRR. It should act in accordance to the Noise 
Control Act (1972) Pub.L. 92-574 (sec. 1). "The Congress declares that it is the policy of the 
United States to promote an environment for all Americans free from noise that jeopardizes their 
health or welfare." This interaction should include all stakeholders, including the City of St Louis 
Park, operating rail companies, and impacted residential groups.  
 
Action requested: The project management should include consideration of the legal precedents 
for noise impacts and inverse condemnation. Alevizos et al. v. Metropolitan Airport Commission 
no 42871 on March 15, 1974 is an example. In this case: Inverse condemnation is described as 
“direct and substantial invasion of property rights of such a magnitude that the owner of the 
property is deprived of its practical enjoyment and it would be manifestly unfair to the owner to 
sustain thereby a definite and measurable loss in market value which the property-owning public 
in general does not suffer. To justify an award of damages, these invasions of property rights 
must be repeated, aggravated, must not be of an occasional nature, and there must be a 
reasonable probability that they will be continued into the future.”  Although the noise source in 
this lawsuit was airport based, it is reasonable to use the same guiding principles for the Freight 
Rail Re-Route section. The FRR, if implemented, is an introduction of a transit method which 
will have significant impacts to the communities. 
source:http://airportnoiselaw.org/cases/alevizo1.html 
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4.8.4 Vibration Impacts to the MN&S Freight Rail Relocation, page 117 
 MN&S Freight Rail Report from Appendix H part 1, pages 124-130 
 
It is important to highlight the current existing traffic is during day hours, specifically from 9AM to 
4PM, on a Monday-Friday basis. With this situation, a resident with a traditional 9-5 job pattern 
would have very minimal exposure to the current freight. The proposed action will expand the 
hours of noise impact to 7AM through evening hours. In addition, the unit trains travel during the 
overnight hours whenever needed for business. Also, the days of service will increase to 7 day 
per week. This is significant because the current impacts to residents are limited to weekday 
hours with minimal impact on social, family, or neighborhood events. The neighborhoods were 
developed around a secondary infrequently used track. The re-routed freight will increase the 
tracks to a moderate use freight line.  
 
It is also important to highlight that the information and hard data used to assess impacts 
SWLRT DEIS is a repurposing of the MN&S Freight Rail Study EAW. The EAW was in appeal 
process with both the City of St Louis Park and a residential group when the document was 
‘vacated’. It has been used in the SWLRT DEIS as the hard data, included in the Appendix H as 
a the MN&S Freight Rail Study. It is reasonable to state that the same issues that were being 
appealed with methodology, impact assessment, and environmental act violation exist in the 
SWLRT DEIS.  
 
There is disagreement with the methodology used in the Vibration Section in the MN&S report in 
the appendix. This report is the document used as the field work to evaluate the vibration 
impacts for the Freight Rail Reroute in the SWLRT DEIS. The assessment is both missing 
important criteria, improper analysis, and flawed assumptions within the scope of the field work.  
 
Missing Information: There is no vibration assessment or field data gathered for the existing 
vibration along the Bass Line Spur. This data is critical for the full understanding of the existing 
vibration level of the TCWR traffic and how this level of noise compares to the vibration 
measurement taken along the MN&S tracks. TC&W commented on this missing information 
during the comment phase for the MN&S Rail Study EAW (Supporting document A, page 4).  
 
Missing Information: The Bass Lake Spur to MN&S Spur connection will be a mile long structure 
that has a 0.86% grade change. The vibration assessment in the MN&S Report does not 
discuss or evaluate how this new structure will impact vibration. 
 
Missing Information: The Bass Lake Spur to MN&S connection is a large and significant bridge 
structure with a tight curve. The vibration assessment in the MN&S Report does not study or 
consider the impacts to the homes located on southeast corner (east of the MN&S Spur, south 
of the Bass Lake Spur). The residents will have an introduction of vibration from a new source 
which is missing for the scoping of the field study. 
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Missing Information: The MN&S Report and the vibration assessment does not consider the 
grade needed to connect from the BNSF Wayzata Subdivision to the MN&S Spur. This is the 
area of the project that is known as the Iron Triangle. It is identified as a 1.2% grade on the 
MN&S Alignment Profile (Attachment Appendix 4). 
 
Improper analysis: The same impact guidelines were not used in the vibration impacts for the 
LRT and the Freight Relocation. For the MN&S Report, the locomotive events were considered 
infrequent and the rail car events was considered occasional. Appendix H, page 127. For the 
vibration impacts on the alternatives, the SWLRT DEIS describes the locomotive events to be 
infrequent also but the rail car events was described as heavy. Page 4-107, 108. The distance 
for heavy, frequent impacts are at distances of 150 ft. The DEIS statement and the MN&S 
Report statement do not support each other, conflicting data presented. In addition, the only 
impacts discussed was at 40 ft but the proper distance should be 150 ft. This improperly 
underestimates the number of sites which would have vibration impacts.  
 
Missing information: The MN&S Report does not include any information on the proximity of the 
MN&S tracks to structures at adjacent parcels. The MN&S Report also does not discuss how 
the building of the connection in the Iron Triangle will introduce a vibration source to the 
adjacent residents.  
 
Improper analysis: The field work and vibration measurements were established with two train 
passages: both with two locomotives, one with 6 cars and the other with 11 cars. The existing 
freight conditions on the MN&S are described in the MN&S Report as 2 locomotives, 10-30 
cars. Based on this, the vibration measurements were taken with either below or at the low end 
of the current vibration conditions. It is improper to consider these measurement as 
representative of the existing vibration.  
 
Improper analysis: The vibration impacts to the Freight Rail Relocation was evaluated with the 
current freight traffic. This is improper because the re-routed freight will be significantly different: 
increased locomotives from 2 to 4, increased rail cars from 20 to 120, increased of speed from 
10 MPH to 25 MPH. The result of this error will be that the vibration impacts will not be accurate. 
The City of St Louis Park commented on this in the appeal to the MN&S Freight Rail Study 
EAW: vibration analysis  doesn’t accurately reflect existing and proposed rail operations 
because the field work is based on existing short train (Supporting data B, page 16). 
 
Improper analysis: An independent vibration study was done by a Lake Street business owner 
during the MN&S Freight Rail Study (Attachment Appendix 4). With consideration of the 
independent study, the vibration information within the SWLRT DEIS and the MN&S Report are 
improper due to 1. Measurements within the building were 84 VdB. According to the MN&S Rail 
Study, impacts for category 2 is 72 VdB for frequent events. The impacts specs for frequent 
events in category 3 is 75 VdB. The conclusion in the independent study is that vibration 
currently exceeds federal guidelines. 2. the  independent measurements were taken within a 24 
second time frame. The proposal to re-route traffic is expected to travel past a fixed point for 10 
minutes. 3. The independent measurements were taken within a brick construction structure. In 
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comparison, vibrations have increased impacts within ‘soft’ construction which is typical of 
residential house construction. It is reasonable to state that the vibration within an adjacent 
residential structure would be greater at the same distance. 4. Note: The independent study was 
conducted on April 13, 2011. The MN&S Study measurements were taken in February 2011 
during a year with record snow accumulations. It is possible that the MN&S Report Field study is 
improper because weather and normal winter ground conditions allowed for an erroneous low 
measurement. The MN&S Freight Rail Study EAW Brief of Relators Appeal, Jami Ann LaPray.... 
appealed on the independent study and the failure of the project management for the MN&S 
Report to address inconsistencies between the two field studies (Supporting data C, page 26).  
 
Improper Analysis: The MN&S Report discusses the vibration impacts based on the vibration 
levels needed for property damage. It fails to discuss the level of vibration considered for human 
annoyance. The MN&S Freight Rail Study EAW Brief of Relators Appeal, Jami Ann LaPray.... 
appealed on this omission (Supporting data C, page 27).  
 
Action requested: Halt any decision on the freight issue until further study is completed such 
that the missing information, flawed assumptions can be answered. This secondary study needs 
to have a scope which the city, residents, and railroad company can agree on. Once the new 
studies are complete and the scope is decided, a computer generated simulation representing 
all of the new findings should be produced.  This simulation will help residents and elected 
officials who are not engineers understand the impacts of the proposed reroute prior to making 
decisions. 
 
Action requested: the FTA noise and vibration manual points out that vibration control measures 
developed for rail transit systems are not effective for freight trains. Consideration of this 
information should be weighted within the discussion of impacts.  
 
Action requested: SWLRT EIS should include a full list of mitigation that could be considered for 
both moderate and severe vibration  impacts for the FRR.  
 
4.9 Hazardous and Contaminated Material page 119-130 
 
Missing information: Table 4.9-1 has sites listed for the Freight Rail Reroute section. Diagram 
4.9-3 to 4.9-5 has the FRR located on the diagram but the sites are not diagrammed as 
expected. It is not possible to evaluate the impacts of hazardous material without knowing 
where the sites are located. Therefore, it is not possible to comment effectively 
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Missing information: Page 4-127. There is a brief description of the Golden Auto Site. The 
comments by Canadian Pacific during the MN&S Freight Rail EAW should be considered: Due 
to the possibility of disturbing contaminates at the Golden Auto National Lead Site, it is unlikely 
that CP would be interested in taking responsibility for construction or ownership of the new 
connection between the Bass Lake Spur and the MN&S. The City Of St Louis Park also 
documented concerns on this site in their appeal to the EAW: The proposed interconnect 
structure will be constructed between city maintained wells near the Golden Auto site that may 
be impacted by construction or vibration (Supporting data B, page 20). 
 
Missing information: Highway 7 and Wooddale Ave Vapor Intrusion site is located on the Freight 
Rail Reroute section. The SWLRT DEIS does not describe this MPCA, EPA site in the 
Hazardous Material section or analyze how the introduction of longer, heavier trains with 
increased vibration will impact the pollution potential.  
 
Improper Analysis: Table 4.9-6 lists Short Term Construction Costs of Hazmat/Contaminated 
Sites. It is improper for the cost of the FRR to be added to alternative 3C-1, 3C-2. Both of these 
routes have the LRT traveling in the Midtown Corridor which makes it possible for the freight to 
remain in the Kenilworth Corridor.  
 
Missing information: The SWLRT DEIS fails to analyze the long term costs. In detail, the long 
term expense of building the Bass Lake Spur to MN&S Spur connection on contaminated soil or 
the Golden Auto National Lead site.  
 
Action requested: Halt any decision on the freight issue until further study is completed such 
that the missing information, flawed assumptions can be answered. This secondary study needs 
to have a scope which the city, residents, and railroad company can agree on. Once the new 
studies are complete and the scope is decided, a computer generated simulation representing 
all of the new findings should be produced.  This simulation will help residents and elected 
officials who are not engineers understand the impacts of the proposed re-route prior to making 
decisions. 
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CHAPTER 5 - ECONOMIC EFFECTS: 
 
5.0 Economic Effects:   
 
On September 2, 2011 the  FTA mandated that the proposed freight rail reroute from the Bass 
Lake Spur to the MN&S Spur  must be added to the SWLRT-DEIS (Letter from Marisol Simon, 
FTA to Susan Haigh, Met Council  
 
Because of this mandate addition of the proposed re-route  must be included in the “study area” 
in a regular and consistent basis.   Unfortunately, the inclusion of the proposed reroute in the 
analysis of this section is inconsistent.  The inconsistency of the inclusion of the proposed re-
route leads to inconsistent and incorrect conclusion about the cost of the SWLRT. 
 
5.1 - Economic Conditions 
 
Section 5.1 does not present any analysis, it is just cheerleading.  Broad generalizations are 
made without substantiation.  Terms such as “study area, market reaction and earning and 
output” are used, but the study area is not defined, which market is reacting is unclear and how 
earnings and output are determined is not explained (5-1). 
 
In the last paragraph of this section the names of the resources used to determine output, 
earning and employment are given, but no links are supplied for reference.  Furthermore, not 
only does the source used for the analysis of multipliers is the 1997 Benchmark Input-Output 
Table,  not have a link, but it will also be over 20 years old by the time the SWLRT is complete 
(5-2).  It seems irresponsible to base the cost of a multi-billion dollar project on decades old 
data. 
 
Without links or data tables in the Appendix of the SWLRT-DEIS it is difficult if not impossible for 
the average resident to make substantive comments about the data tables in this sections.  Due 
to the November 26, 2012 revelation (Correction Letter from HDR and updated table 

) about “typos” the need for reference materials is all the 
more important. 
 
5.1.1 - Output, Earnings and Employment Effects from Capital expenditures 
 
Capital cost estimates/constructions values are presented in year of expenditure  (YOE) dollars. 
However, the year actually used for  analysis in this document is not shared.  Also, the YOE 
must change since the construction of the SWLRT will cover more than one year.  Without hard 
data and a moving YOE substantive comment is impossible creating an analysis that is opaque  
and not transparent. 
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Table 5.1-1 - Summary of Capital Cost  (in YOE dollars) by Build Alternative 
 
The re-routing of freight trains from one area to another is not unique to St. Louis Park.  Train 
rerouting has occurred throughout the United States, Canada and Western Europe.  Multiple 
studies about the impacts of such re-routes exist.  One item that consistently appears in all the 
studies (Property Valuation Articles and summary - 

) is the negative impact of the re-routed freight trains on the community that is 
forced to accept the trains.  Although the negative impacts on small business and the loss of 
property value in these cases can’t be called a capital cost, the negative impacts are costs 
nonetheless.    
 
Because the table 5.1-1 does not include the loss of property value and loss of small business 
revenue in the re-route area of  LRT 3A (LPA - Re-Route)  the true cost of LRT 3A (LPA- Re-
Route)  route  and how it compares to the other LPA routes is not known (5-3). 
 
5.1.1.2 Funding Sources 
 
As with section 5.1 the names of the reference sources are given, but no links or actual data 
tables are provided.  This lack of information puts the average resident who does not have a 
paid staff to help with their SWLT-DEIS comment at a disadvantage.  Despite or perhaps 
because of the disadvantage, questions about the conclusions arise and are as follows:.   
 

 Final demand earnings--Are these earnings adjusted or disappear if a construction 
company or engineering firm from outside the Minneapolis—St.Paul-Bloomington 
Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) is chosen? 

 The state participation dollars are considered “new” dollars, but the MSA is the biggest 
funding source for the state, so are they truly “new” dollars? 

 When the number of jobs and earnings are calculated are the jobs lost to business takes 
or floundering small businesses in the study area figured into the final numbers? 

 
5.2.1 Land Use 
 
5.2.1.3 - It is unclear from the text of this section if the land use in the re-route area along the 
MN&S is included in the pecentages given.  If  not, why not? 
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5.2.2 and 5.2.3 Short Term Effects and Mitigation 
 
Although the titles of Table 5.2-2 and 5.2-3 include the words “Station Area” the text of 5.2.2 and 
5.2.3 state that the tables will explain the short term effects and needed mitigation for the entire 
alignment of each LRT route (5-4 and 5-5). The text in each table also refers to the entire 
alignment of the LRT routes with the exception of the LRT 3A (LPA-reroute.)  Because the 
MN&S Spur area is part of the LRT 3A (LPA-re-route) alignment it must be included in the 
analysis of the short term effects and needed mitigation . If the re-route portion of the LRT 3A 
(LPA-reroute) is not in the included  in the analysis, the conclusion drawn will be incorrect. 
 
The re-route are of  LRT 3A (LPA-re-route) appear to have been left out  of the tables 5.2-2 and 
5.2-3.   Below are comments about short term effects and mitigation that need to be added to 
LRT 3A (LPA re-route) so it can be compared equally to the other LRT routes. 
 
Table 5.5-2  - Short Term Effects 
 

 Environmental Metric:  Access Circulation  - LRT 3A (LPA-reroute)    High  
 Potential impacts to the CP along the MN&S Spur during construction of the new 

tracks eight feet east of the current track alignment.  During regular track 
maintenance during the summer of 2012 there were anomalies in rail service. 

 Potential to impact access to homeowners whose properties are properties abut 
the MN&S.   

 Environmental Metric:  Traffic - LRT 3A (LPA reroute)  Medium-High 
 During construction temporary closures of at-grade crossings.  Depending on the 

crossing that are closed and the duration of the closings there could be impacts 
to small businesses and access by emergency vehicles to homes. 

 The building of the new rail bridge over TH 7 will cause service interruptions to 
the CP. The rail companies commented in the EAW about service delays that 
could be a month or more during MN&S track reconstruction.  
http://www.mnsrailstudy.org/key_documents  

 
Table 5.2.3 - Mitigation  
 

 Proposed Mitigation for Short-term Effects - LRT 3A (LPA-re-route)  - Besides listed 
construction mitigation will the CP need a temporary bridge over TH7 or temporary 
trackage while a new berm is built and new trackage laid? 
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5.2.4 Long-Term Effects 
 
Although the title of Table 5.2-4 includes the words “Station Area”  the text of 5.2.4 states that 
the table will explain the long effects and needed mitigation for the entire alignment of each LRT 
route (5-8). The text in the table also refers to the entire alignment of the LRT routes with the 
exception of the LRT 3A(LPA reroute.)  Because the MN&S Spur area is part of the LRT 3A 
(LPA reroute) alignment it must be included in the analysis of the long-term effects. If the re-
route portion of the LRT 3A (LPA-reroute) is not in the included in the analysis, the conclusion 
drawn will be incorrect. 
 
Table 5.2-4 - Long Term Effects - Environmental Metrics 
 

 Environmental Metric: Consistency with Land Use Plans 
 LRT 3A (LPA - re-route)  

 Inconsistent with city vision which does not mention as desire for the 
freight rail to be moved from the Bass Lake Spur to the MN&S Spur 
http://www.stlouispark.org/vision-st-louis-park/about-vision-st-louis-
park.html?zoom_highlight=vision 

 Multiple St. Louis Park City resolutions that state the re-routing of freight 
is unacceptable (1996--City of St. Louis Park Resolution - 96-73 (Safety 
in the Park Chapter 1 Appendix- Document 1) 2001 City of St. Louis Park 
Resolution - 
2010 City of St. Louis Park Resolution - 10-070 
http://www.stlouispark.org/webfiles/file/freight_rail.pdf  2011 City of St. 
Louis Park Resolution 11-058 
http://www.stlouispark.org/webfiles/file/community-dev/5-31-
11_resolution_relating_to_freight_activity_in_slp.pdf) 

 
 LRT 3A-1 (LPA - Co-location)  

 The Minneapolis and Hennepin County Land Use plans do not predate 
the St. Louis Park City resolutions rejecting the freight rail reroute. 

 SEH Plan safer and less costly than Re-route  
(http://www.stlouispark.org/webfiles/file/community-dev/techmemo_4.pdf. 

 Issues with transit-oriented development are surmountable.  The 
Cleveland trains pages 41 to 43 in the common corridors document  
clearly demonstrates feasibility and safety of running lrt and freight at 
grade, at high speeds, and without safety fences. Nearly 50 years without 
incident in this co-location corridor  

http://www.fra.dot.gov/downloads/research/ord0316.pdf 
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 Environmental Metric:  Displacement Parking/Access Regulations 

 LRT 3A (LPA - re-route)  
 Small Businesses in the re-route area are likely to experience negative 

impacts caused by blocked intersections, noise and vibration due to re-
routed freight trains 

 Schools in the re-route area are likely to experience access issues due to 
longer more frequent freight trains 

 LRT 3A-1 (LPA - Co-location)  - Access issues are in the co-location area are 
similar to the access issues faced at Blake Rd. and on the proposed Bottineau 
Line.  All are surmountable. 

 
 Environmental Metric: Developmental Potential 

 LRT 3A (LPA - re-route)  -  
 Potential development for Lake Street small businesses will be negatively 

impacted 
 Potential for homeowners to take part in St. Louis Park City Plans to 

upgrade their homes will be impacted by the negative implications of 
increased freight traffic on property values 
(http://www.stlouispark.org/remodeling-incentives.html) 

 LRT 3A-1 (LPA - Co-location) - No changes needed to text 
 
5.2.5 Mitigation 
 
The statement in section 5.2.5.3  “All Build Alternatives are anticipated to have some degree of 
positive effect on development potential for the local community and region. No mitigation is  
required” (5-22) might be true for the alignment areas near the SWLRT, but it is completely 
untrue about the alignment portion of LRT 3A (LPA - re-route) that includes the re-route.  There 
are no benefits from the SWLRT that are great enough to override the negative impacts of the 
re-route.   
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CHAPTER 6 - TRANSPORTATION EFFECTS: 
 
Section 6.2 Effects on Roadways 
Table 6.2-1 lists all of the Build Alternatives which all include the FRR with the exception of 3A-
1.  All of these alternatives should be re-evaluated to determine whether the re-route is 
necessary or that extended co-location of light rail and freight rail can continue east of the MNS 
crossing. 
  
6.2.2  Long-Term Effects 
6.2.2.2  Physical Modifications to Existing Roadways 
Missing are modifications for the Freight Rail Re-Route at grade crossings.  No evaluation for 
circulation patterns for the proposed closing of 29th street.  Evaluation of impacts of the 
proposed Whistle Quiet Zones at the MNS/Library Lane/Lake Street intersection and Dakota 
Ave are also missing.  This section requires further study.     
  
6.2.2.3 Operational Impacts at Intersections 
According to the criteria for selecting crossings for evaluation, the second criteria is  
“Intersections where a signal, roundabout, or stop sign controlling the roadway crossing the 
tracks was located within 600 feet of the LRT crossing.”  MNS crossings at Walker Street, 
Library Lane, and Dakota all fall into this category and require LOS analysis.  Additionally it 
should be noted that the Lake Street crossing lies within 600 feet of State Highway 7.   A more 
thorough evaluation of the roadways in the vicinity of the MN&S tracks is clearly required.  
Cedar Lake Road??? 
  
Missing are factors for growth both for vehicle traffic and freight train traffic with regard to traffic 
impacts on the Freight Rail Re-route on the MN&S track at-grade crossings. 
  
On page 6-38, in the queuing analysis for the freight rail re-route, the analysis of traffic delays 
refer to the afternoon school bus crossing at Library lane/Lake St.  The delay was stated to be 
3-4 minutes and involved queuing of 2 to 6 vehicles.  We conducted our own traffic count over 
the course of three days this fall and made the following observation: 
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 DEIS Survey Tue, 12/4/12 Wed, 12/5/12 Thu, 12/6/12 

Blockage Time mm:ss) 03:00-04:00 02:01 02:09 02:18 

Eastbound Lake St 6 9 6 10 

Westbound Lake St 2 11 8 9 

Southbound Library Ln 4 3 2 1 

 
 
A brief interview with the police officer who routinely conducted the traffic stoppage stated that 
the traffic we observed was typical and that occasionally the eastbound Lake St. traffic backs up 
past Walker St.  Extrapolating our counts using the train blockage times listed in the DEIS for 
the FRR we calculate queues greater than 120 cars (12.5 minutes worst case scenario) may be 
possible.   The discrepancy noted in these observations warrant further study using accurate 
measurement tools and growth factors for both the vehicle and freight train traffic. 
  
The evaluation using the school bus scenario explained on page 6-38 also completely misses 
the opportunity to analyze the effect a 12.5 minute delay would have on the afternoon school 
bus traffic between PSI and the High School.  Delays of this magnitude would severely delay 
and complicate the scheduled bus movements for the rest of the afternoon.  A thorough 
evaluation of both the morning and afternoon school bus traffic is needed to fully determine the 
impacts to the schools and community. 
  
On page 6-39 during the analysis of Segment A of 3A-1 Alternative a 20 year growth factor of 
1.12 were applied to the vehicle counts.  This is not comparable to the method used on the FRR 
segment. 
 
Section 6.2.4 Mitigation 
The DEIS suggest the addition of street signage warning motorists of an approaching train to 
grade separated crossings.  The plural on crossings is interesting because to our knowledge no 
additional grade separated crossings on the MN&S are proposed so only the current 
Minnetonka Blvd crossing would apply.   The placement of these signs would be problematic in 
that they would need to be far from the affected sites in some cases and have no direct bearing 
on the local situation.  For example, signs indicating train traffic for westbound Lake St traffic 
would need to be located at Hwy 100 in order to re-direct them onto Minnetonka Blvd.  These 
signs would also have the unintended consequence of putting drivers unfamiliar with the 
neighborhood on local streets. 
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6.3  Effects on Other Transportation Facilities and Services 
6.3.1  Existing Facilities 
6.3.1.2  Freight Rail Operations 
This section has a discussion of the current freight traffic on the four active rail lines in the study 
area.   Due to the longevity of the decision being made regarding freight rail traffic, any 
evaluation that does not include predicted future growth of freight and /or commuter rail 
operations on both the MN&S and Kenilworth configurations seems very short sighted. 
  
Section 6.3.1.4  Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities 
The bicycle and pedestrian trails are referred to as “interim-use trails.”  Alignments of the LRT 
and Freight rail tracks in the Kenilworth corridor should be considered with additional co-located 
configurations and alternate locations of the bicycle and pedestrian trails. 
  
  
6.3.2  Long-Term Effects 
6.3.2.2, Freight Rail Operations 
Discussion of the freight rail track bed in the Bass Lake Spur corridor for the co-location 
alternative fails to recognize that these improvements would be necessary regardless of which 
alternative is used.  Unless a southern interconnect to the MN&S is built and the Skunk Hollow 
switching wye is removed these tracks will be necessary to facilitate the use of the wye.  This 
would include the bridge over Hwy 100.  This cost must be included in the estimates for either 
the 3A or the 3A-1 alternatives.  
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CHAPTER 7 - SECTION 4(f) EVALUATION: 
 
7.0 Section 4(f) Evaluation 
Chapter 7.0 of the SWLRT DEIS includes an analysis of the potential use of federally protected 
properties for the various proposed routes of the project. This response specifically relates to 
Section 4(f) impacts to routes 3-A (LPA) and 3A-1 (co-location); the remaining routes are not 
included as a part of this comment. The comment is organized by route, using 3A as a basis for 
comparison. This comment surfaces omissions, inconsistencies, and route alternatives not 
included in the DEIS, but that must be addressed in further analysis by the design team and 
included in the subsequent FEIS. 
 
Before analyzing and comparing Section 4(f) impacts to routes 3A and 3A-1, it is important to 
make clear that the bike and pedestrian trails currently within the HCRRA ROW are not 
protected via Section 4(f) rules and guidelines as stated in Section 7.4 on page 7-6 of the DEIS: 
“ The existing trails adjacent to Segments 1, 4, A and a portion of Segments C (the Cedar Lake 
LRT Regional Trail, Minnesota River Bluffs LRT Regional Trail, Kenilworth Trail, and Midtown 
Greenway) were all constructed on HCRAA property under temporary agreements between the 
HCRRA and the trail permittees. As documented in each trail’s interim use agreement, HCRRA 
permitted these trails as temporary uses with the stipulation that they may be used until HCRRA 
develops the corridor for a LRT system or other permitted transportation use. Therefore these 
trails are not subject to protection as Section 4(f) property “. 
 
Route 3A 
Table 7.4-1 of the DEIS states that 0.00 acres of section 4(f) property is affected in Section A of 
the proposed route.  The DEIS also states that a historic channel between Brownie Lake and 
Cedar Lakes may be affected by construction of this route. A calculation of the affected area is 
not included in Table 7.4-1, and it is not mentioned whether this affected area is considered a 
permanent or temporary use. This is an omission from the DEIS and an inconsistency between 
analysis and comparison of routes 3A and 3A-1. For contrast, the analysis of Route 3A-1 
includes very detailed Section 4(f) area calculations, down to the hundredth of an acre, for 
bridge and other related construction at both Cedar Lake Parkway and Lake of the Isles.  A 
revised DEIS or FEIS must address this omission and inconsistency by providing a calculation 
of the area impacted at the historic channel between Brownie Lake and Cedar Lake. 
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Section 7.4.1.4, page 7-20 of the DEIS explicitly states that land ownership along the segment 
from downtown Minneapolis to Cedar Lake Park is complicated and may need additional survey 
or a detailed title search to determine ownership of the underlying land . This is another 
omission. The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Highway Administration’s Office of 
Planning, Environment, and Realty Project Development and Environmental Review Section 4(f) 
Policy Paper dated July 2012, section 3.2, page 7 states: 
“In making any finding of use involving Section 4(f) properties, it is necessary to have up to date 
right-of-way information and clearly defined property boundaries for the Section 4(f) properties. 
For publicly owned parks, recreation areas, and refuges, the boundary of the Section 4(f) 
resource is generally determined by the property ownership boundary. Up-to-date right-of-way 
records are needed to ensure that the ownership boundaries are accurately documented.” 
 
Without up-to-date property records and boundaries, an accurate representation of Section 4(f) 
property cannot be stated. The admitted complexity of property boundaries and incomplete 
understanding of these boundaries shall be rectified by including additional survey and title 
searches in a revised DEIS or the FEIS to provide a more accurate and transparent 
representation of Section 4(f) property impact for route 3A. 
 
Table 7.4-1 of the DEIS states that 0.227 acres of Section 4(f) property within the Nine Mile 
Creek area  is necessary for construction of route 3A.  According to Chapter 7, Section 7.4.1.4, 
page 7-20 of the DEIS, the 0.227 acres of Section 4(f) area required for construction of route 3A 
is considered de minimus. This is an important figure as it sets precedent for analysis of the 
other routes considered for the project. These 0.227 acres of area shall be used as a basis for 
determining the de minimus quantity of Section 4(f) property for the remaining routes considered 
for this project. Taking this basis into consideration, the Section 4(f) property uses at Lake of the 
Isles of 0.01 acres, and at Cedar Lake Parkway of 0.07 acres (a total of 0.08 acres) for Route 
3A-1 thus become immaterial or de minimus. Therefore the only material point of contention in 
discussing Section 4(f) property uses between routes 3A and 3A-1 is the 0.81 acres of 
Minneapolis Park Board property listed in the DEIS Table 7.4-1. 
 
Route 3A-1 
Taking into consideration the points made above regarding de minimus quantities of Section 4(f) 
property, the Section 4(f) uses at Cedar Lake Parkway and Lake of the Isles are negligible; the 
remaining 0.81 acres of Section 4(f) property use (Minneapolis Park Board property)is the only 
material quantity of land that should be analyzed for route 3A-1. 
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Section 7.4.1.5 of the DEIS discusses conceptual engineering as follows: 
“Segment A of LRT 3A-1 (co-location alternative), which would co-locate freight rail, light rail 
and the commuter trail within this segment would necessitate additional expansion of ROW 
outside of the HCRRA-owned parcels into adjacent parkland. Section 4(f) uses could occur for 
the Cedar Lake Park, Cedar Lake Parkway and Lake of the Isles portions of the Minneapolis 
Chain of Lakes Regional Park for reconstruction of existing bridges, construction of new LRT 
tracks and realignment of the existing freight rail tracks. The conceptual engineering complete to 
date for the project identifies approximately 0.81 acres of permanent use of Cedar Lake Park for 
the location of the reconstruction of the freight rail track.” 
 
The DEIS then contradicts the above statement, two sentences later, with this statement: 
“Construction limits have not been determined for the co-location segment, but it is likely that 
additional temporary uses of parkland will occur.” 
 
Without determining construction limits for the co-location segment, it is unclear how the figure 
0.81 acres of Section 4(f) parkland use was calculated. The DEIS calls out this 0.81 acres of 
use, but it does not clearly delineate the boundaries of the park property that must be used.  
The only representation of the 0.81 acres is shown in a visual aid - Figure7.4-6, page 7-16.  
From this graphic, it appears that the Section 4(f) use would occur in Section A of the route 
between the proposed 21st Street and Penn Avenue Station. The graphic only contains visual 
representations of where park land use may be required. No detailed engineering drawings 
containing plan views of construction limits or cross-sections are provided to demonstrate the 
required use of park land for route 3A-1.  This is a critical omission from the DEIS; a revised 
DEIS or FEIS must clearly show the limits of construction causing the required use of Section 
4(f) property within section A of this project. If the delineation of construction limits demonstrates 
that use of Section 4(f) park property is in fact required for Route 3A-1, alternative permutations 
of this same route must be given consideration as viable alternatives as outlined in the 1966 
FHA Section 4(f) documents. Just because one configuration of route 3A-1 requires park land, 
does not imply that other configurations of the same route would also require temporary or 
permanent park land use.  Alternative configurations of route 3A-1 that eliminate or minimize 
Section 4(f) property uses must be included in a revised DEIS or FEIS. From this point forward, 
this comment will focus on the portion of the project between Burnham Road and the proposed 
Penn Avenue station, as this is the area that the DEIS states Section 4(f) park land is required 
for construction of the project. 
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Again, a thorough representation of property boundaries and ownership along section A of 
routes 3A and 3A-1 is not included within the DEIS.  The DEIS explicitly states this in Section 
7.4.1.4, page 7-20 “Land ownership along section A is complicated and may need additional 
survey information to accurately represent property boundaries, etc…”  Appendix 7A shows 
Hennepin County property boundaries and a representation that the existing freight rail tracks in 
the Kenilworth Corridor appear to be on Cedar Lake Park property. Appendix 7 C also shows 
how skewed the Hennepin County property boundaries are depicted in conceptual engineering 
drawings. Hennepin County produced a memorandum attempting to address the issue. The 
document is in Appendix H,, Part 1, page 50 of the DEIS. It is titled ”Technical Memorandum” by 
Katie Walker, dated March 23, 2012. This memorandum outlines a problem with Hennepin 
County parcel data, and very generally dismisses the property boundary issues, additionally 
stating that the existing freight tracks through the Kenilworth Corridor are on HCRRA property 
and that survey quality data will be provided during preliminary and final design stages.  This is 
not acceptable. Without accurate survey drawings the Section 4(f) analysis has absolutely no 
factual survey basis to stand on, rendering the analysis useless and arguably laughable. This is 
a major omission from the DEIS and project as a whole; accurate definition of property 
boundaries and ownership is a fundamental and absolutely essential piece of due diligence 
required for sound planning and design of any land development project. 
 
Taking the above points into consideration and upon further investigation of property boundaries 
and ownership along Section A of route 3A-1, it is apparent that more property, and 
subsequently, various permutations of route 3A-1 are available for consideration in eliminating 
or minimizing Section 4(f) property use.  Hennepin County property records show a ROW 
corridor owned by HCRRA where proposed LRT and trails would be located together. This 
corridor is generally 50 feet in width. If this corridor is considered as the only property available 
for construction of LRT, Freight Rail, Pedestrian and Bike trails, it is apparent that there is not 
enough width to accommodate all of these uses.  A blatant and obvious omission from the 
analysis is the property directly adjacent to the east of this ROW corridors is owned by HCRRA 
and provides an additional 100 feet to 200+ feet of width to the corridor adjacent to Cedar Lake 
Park. The DEIS does state on page 7-21 that: “The majority of the land along Segment A 
through the Kenilworth Corridor by Cedar Lake Parkway belongs to the HCRRA. The additional 
parcels of property adjacent to the project corridor, owned by HCRRA, and that could be 
considered for additional configurations of route 3A-1 are recorded in Hennepin County property 
records and displayed on Hennepin County Property Records website. The parcels that must be 
included in additional configurations of route 3A-1 include PID 2902904410044, PID 
3202924120046, PID 3202924120045, PID 3202924120005, and PID 320292413001. Please 
see Appendix 7 B for visual representations of these parcels in relation to Cedar Lake Park and 
the existing HCRRA ROW. 
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In summary the DEIS calls out 0.81 acres of Section 4(f) property as required for Co-location. 
This simply is not necessary. As outlined above and shown in appendix 7 of this DEIS comment 
document there is plenty of width from 21st St to Penn avenue to accommodate lrt, freight, and 
trails without using any parkland whatsoever. This is a major omission from the DEIS, and a 
blatant misrepresentation of facts that must be addressed in a revised DEIS or FEIS. With this 
said, use of Section 4(f) property becomes a non-issue for co-location, and this should be stated 
as such in the DEIS. Please see appendix 7 D for a discussion of legal aspects of Section 4(f) 
analysis as it relates to this project. A St. Louis Park resident, Mark Berg, discusses legal 
ramifications of Section 4(f) analysis on co-location of SWLRT and freight rail. Please consider 
his written letter as a companion document to this DEIS response. The analysis above 
combined with the legal aspects discussed by Mr. Berg demonstrate that the DEIS’s 4(f) 
analysis is flawed and a new analysis must be undertaken by the project to rectify omissions, 
misrepresentation of facts, and ambiguities related to property boundaries, proposed project 
boundaries and overall section 4(f) property use. 
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CHAPTER 8 - FINANCIAL ANALYSIS: 
 
8.0 - Financial Analysis 
 
In September of 2011 the  FTA mandated that the proposed freight rail reroute from the Bass 
Lake Spur to the MN&S Spur  must be added to the SWLRT-DEIS (Letter from Marisol Simon, 
FTA to Susan Haigh, Met Council Because 
of this mandate addition of the proposed re-route  must be included in the “study area” in a 
regular and consistent basis.  Unfortunately, the inclusion of the proposed reroute in the 
analysis of this section is inconsistent.  The inconsistency of the inclusion of the proposed re-
route leads to inconsistent and incorrect conclusion about the cost of the SWLRT. 
 
In section 8.1.2 methodology a list of the resources used to determine the cost of the SWLRT 
project are given.  No links or data tables are actually shared in the SWLRT-DEIS (8.1). 
 
Without links or data tables in the Appendix of the SWLRT-DEIS it is difficult if not impossible for 
the average resident to make substantive comments about the data tables and information  in 
this section.   Due to the November 26, 2012 revelation (Correction Letter from HDR and 
updated table ) about “typos” the need for 
reference materials is all the more important.  In fact, the errors in this section  coupled with the 
misrepresentations, inconsistencies, omitted information and other mistakes, bring the validity of 
the entire SWLRT-DEIS into question. 
 
Are there any other “typos” in the DEIS?  Claiming a $100,000,000 “typo” conveniently narrows 
(but does not eliminate) the cost disadvantage of the HCRRA’s favored LRT 3A (LPA- Re-route) 
relative to the less expensive LRT 3A-1(LPA - co-location).  How will the additional 
$100,000,000 cost of the project be funded?  The HCRRA’s “Corrected Table 8.1-1” shows the 
additional $100,000,000 in “Professional Services”.  (8-2) Presumably the numbers in Table 8.1-
1 come from spreadsheets, and where in the supporting spreadsheets did the error occur?  
Were the underestimated Professional Services costs in civil engineering, or public relations or 
project accounting?  Who entered the wrong number and how is the public to know that the 
numbers are now correct? 
 
Table 8.1-1 - Cost estimate for build alternatives. 
 
The re-routing of freight trains from one area to another is not unique to St. Louis Park.  Train 
rerouting has occurred throughout the United States, Canada and Western Europe.  Multiple 
studies about the impacts of such re-routes exist.  One item that consistently appears in all the 
studies (Property Valuation Articles and summary - 

) is the negative impact of the re-routed freight trains on the community that is 
forced to accept the trains.  Although the negative impacts on small business and the loss of 
property value in these cases can’t be called a capital cost, the negative impacts are costs 
nonetheless.   Furthermore, the slim cost margin between re-route and co-location seems 
inconsistent with the amount of building needed in each alignment. 
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Section 8.1.4.1: Federal Section 5309 New Starts.  This section states, “The local project 
partners have assumed that the Southwest Transitway will be funded 50 percent with New 
Starts funding” (8-3). Justification for this assumption is not provided and a different assumption 
could just as easily be made that would fundamentally change the cost/benefits outcome of the 
project. 
 
Section 8.1.4.4: Regional Railroad Authorities.  As noted in this section, Regional Railroad 
Authorities exist “...for the specific purpose of providing for the planning, preservation, and 
improvement of rail service including passenger rail service and to provide for the preservation 
of abandoned rail right-of-way for future transportation uses” (8-4). (Contrary to this purpose, re-
routing freight trains from the Kenilworth Corridor would sacrifice a relatively straight, flat, direct 
and efficient railroad route in order to preserve a bike path.   If the purpose of “preservation of 
abandoned rail right-of-way for future transportation uses” had occurred as intended, the land 
for townhouses at the “pinch point” would never have been sold.  HCRRA is not fulfilling the 
purpose for which it was intended. 
 
8.2 - Operating Funding Strategy 
Section 8.2.1: Operating and Maintenance Costs.  This section states, “No freight rail operating 
and maintenance costs will be attributed to the project because HCRRA has no obligation to the 
freight railroads operating in the study area to reimburse either operating or maintenance costs” 
(8-5). The TC&W stated publicly during the PMT process that it would cost more for it to operate 
its trains along the re-route than on their present route through the Kenilworth Corridor and that 
it needed to have “economic equilibrium” before agreeing to the re-route. As made clear by 
Section 8.2.1, there is no provision in the DEIS to provide “economic equilibrium” to the TC&W.  
Leaving a critical stakeholder’s needs unaddressed undermines the credibility of the DEIS.  The 
HCRRA joins the TC&W and the CP in explicitly renouncing responsibility for maintenance of 
the new MN&S interconnects that would be necessitated by the re-route, leaving this ongoing 
economic requirement to become an open sore for future county/railroad relations. 
(http://www.mnsrailstudy.org/key_documents) 
 
Section 8.2.2: Bus O&M Costs.  This section states that bus operating and maintenance (O&M) 
costs vary with the level of service provided, and that, “Fixed costs do not change with the level 
of service...” while the same paragraph also states.  “Therefore, the fixed costs are 20 percent 
of the total (O&M costs)” (8-5).  However, if O&M costs vary with activity levels and fixed costs 
are 20 percent of total bus O&M costs, the fixed costs are not really fixed and may be 
understated in the DEIS. 
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Section 8.2.3: Light Rail Transit Operations and Maintenance Costs. This section states, 
“Variable costs of LRT are assumed to be 86 percent of the total cost with the fixed cost being 
14 percent of the total” (8-5). Left unexplained is what items are included in fixed cost for LRT 
and why fixed costs for LRT are only 14% of total O&M costs when LRT has a much higher 
level of fixed assets to maintain (track and overhead power lines) than the bus alternative.  If 
fixed costs for the bus alternative are only 20% of O&M and fixed costs for LRT are 16% of 
O&M, the ongoing fixed costs of maintaining the larger capital base required for LRT may be 
understated by the DEIS.   
 
Table 8.2-3 . “system O&M costs for building alternatives” shows the cost for LRT 3A (LPA, re-
route) and LRT 3A-1 (LPA, co-location) to have exactly the same operating costs.  However, 
LRT 3A (LPA, re-route) needs to include the costs of maintenance for the two interconnects.  
According to the responses from the CP in the MN&S EAW 
(http://www.mnsrailstudy.org/key_documents), they have declined to be responsible to  maintain 
the interconnect (8-7). Therefore, the cost of maintenance must fall on the SWLRT and be 
represented in the cost table. 
 
Section 8.2.5.1: Fare Revenues.  This section states, “Ridership i anticipated to grow along with 
increasing population and employment” (8-7 & 8-8). Unacknowledged in the DEIS is the growth 
of telecommuting which might reduce demand for transit in the future, leaving the SWLRT as 
underused as the Northstar commuter line. 
  
The DEIS states, “In 2011, 26 percent of the total MVST (Motor Vehicle Sales Tax) revenues 
were dedicated to transit needs in the Twin Cities metropolitan area” (8-8). This percentage 
could go up or down in the future but without explaining why, the numbers in Table 8.2-4 show 
the percentage increasing to 26.47% in 2012 and the following years, a higher percentage than 
21.7% to 26% range observed since 2009 (8-8).  Left unexplained is which part of Minnesota 
will give up some of its share of MVST revenues to provide more to the metropolitan area. 
 
Section 8.2.5.2: CTIB Operating Funding.  As described in this section, the Counties Transit 
Improvement Board has agreed to provide a percentage of the operating assistance required for 
the SWLRT and other light rail projects as well as the Northstar commuter line (8-8).  If 
Northstar continues to miss its budget targets how will CTIB continue to subsidize the SWLRT? 
 
Section 8.2.5.5: State General Funding.  This section states, “State funding for transit 
operations has grown over recent biennia” (8-9). The numbers provided show that state funding 
declined 32.45% in the most recent biennium and funding declined in two of the last four 
biennia.  The DEIS takes an optimistic case for continued state funding. 
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Section 8.3: Strategy for Potential Funding Shortfalls.  It is asserted in this section that, “Short 
term shortfalls are covered by the operating reserves.  In the longer term, Metro Transit relies 
on the MVST growth and its fare policy.”  “The MVST revenues are projected to increase at a 
rate of 4.6 percent per year in the long run.  This forecast is viewed as conservative for financial 
planning purposes as historical trended MVST receipts for the period of 1973 to 2008 averaged 
5.7 percent” (8-9, 8-10).  Assuming the above percentages indicate real growth rather than 
inflation-based growth, the 1973 to 2008 growth was calculated from a recession year to a year 
at the end of a financial bubble that may have artificially exaggerated growth.  Normalized long-
term growth in U.S. Gross Domestic Product is generally forecast in the 2% to 3% range, and 
Minnesota’s gross domestic product is likely to be in the same range, but if MVST receipts 
increase at a faster 4.6 percent rate over the long term, eventually 100% of Minnesota’s gross 
domestic product will be collected in MVST, an arithmetically unlikely outcome rendering the 
DEIS’ long-term operating funding projections questionable.     
 
Another source of operating funding noted in this section is higher fares, which admittedly 
reduce ridership.  The DEIS states, “The state’s commitment to transit in the Metro region may 
be regarded as an opportunity of financial risk management for operations” (8-10) which might 
be rephrased, “maybe they will bail us out.”  Also mentioned as sources of supplemental 
operating funding are “non-farebox revenue sources” which raises the question of why these 
potential sources haven’t been previously developed.  
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CHAPTER 9 - INDIRECT EFFECTS AND CUMULATIVE IMPACTS: 
 
As stated in the comment for Chapter 1 of this SWLRT-DEIS response the essential purpose of 
the National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA) is to ensure that environmental factors are 
weighted equally before an infrastructure project can be undertaken by a federal agency. The 
extent to which this SWLRT-DEIS does not  fulfill the essential purpose of NEPA is particularly 
evident as the indirect and cumulative impacts of the SWLRT are discussed. 
 
In September of 2011 the  FTA mandated that the proposed freight rail reroute from the Bass 
Lake Spur to the MN&S Spur  must be added to the SWLRT-DEIS (Letter from Marisol Simon, 
FTA to Susan Haigh, Met Council ).  Because 
of this mandate addition of the proposed re-route  must be included in the “study area” in a 
regular and consistent basis.  Unfortunately, the inclusion of the proposed reroute in the 
analysis of this section is inconsistent.  The inconsistency of the inclusion of the proposed re-
route leads to inconsistent and incorrect conclusion about the cost of the SWLRT. 
 
In sections 9.1- 9.2  The methods used and criteria of indirect and cumulative impacts are 
defined.   Section 9.1.12 - states that “ Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but 
collectively significant actions taking place over a period of time” [40 C.F.R. § 1508.7] (9-1). On 
the next page of the SWLRT-DEIS  section 9.2.2  states “Build Alternative and other actions, 
including past, present, and future, were identified and added to the direct effects of each 
alternative (as presented in Chapters 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7 of this Draft EIS) to arrive at the total 
potential cumulative impact” (9-2). What is left out  of these sections is the fact that the re-route 
area of the SWLRT-DEIS has never been evaluated in respect to 40 C.F.R. § 1508.7 and that in 
Chapters 3, 4, 5, 6 and 7 of this DEIS the direct impacts of the re-route portion were not 
evaluated in a good faith effort. 
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9.2.3 Study Area Definition  
 
Section 9.2.3.1 defines the area “  mile around the station areas” (9-3) as the area for indirect 
impact while section 9.2.3.2 defines the cumulative impact area as the area “about one mile on 
each side of the Build Alternatives’ alignments” (9-3, 9-4). This is true for all of the SWLRT build 
options except for the MN&S re-route area.   Despite being an official part of the SWLRT 
project,  the area “about one mile on each side”  of the MN&S re-route area has been left out 
the evaluation of cumulative impacts.  An argument can actually be made that not only should 
the MN&S re-route  track area of study be a one mile radius, but in fact because the weight, 
vibration, noise, and other factors  are greater for freight trains than light rail trains, an even 
broader area should be studied for the freight re-route area. 
 
It must be pointed out that although segment A is part of the 3A(LPA - Re-route) the area from 
approximately Penn Station east to Downtown Minneapolis has not been included in the 
discussion of the re-route.  However, that same area is considered part of the co-location 
discussion of 3A-1(LPA-Co-Location).  This is thoroughly discussed in Chapter Two comments 
of this document.   
 
9.3 - Existing Conditions and Development Trends 
 
There are so many vague assertions in this section that it is difficult if not impossible for the 
average resident of Hennepin County to substantively comment on this section .  It is asserted 
that the economy of the Southwest metro is vibrant and growing, but in Chapter one of this 
DEIS document errors were found in regard to the number of jobs near the SWLRT alignment.  
It stated that the information comes from the October 2008 Market assessment (9-4). However, 
using the search bar on this DEIS and a close scrutiny of Appendix H, it is impossible to find the 
2008 Market assessment or the data about population, household, and employment as it relates 
to the re-route portion of the 3A (LPA-re-route)   
 
The existing conditions and the impacts regarding the proposed reroute area were NOT covered 
in Chapters 3,4,5 and 6 of the SWLRT-DEIS.  The conclusions drawn in section 9.3 about the 
proposed reroute area are at best under represented and at worst completely wrong. 
 
9.4 - Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions  
 
The proposed new intersection at TH 7 and Louisiana in St. Louis Park seems to be missing. 
The St. Louis Park City Council voted unanimously on December 3, 2012 to move forward with 
the project. 
 
 
 
 
 
 



61 

9.5 Potential for Indirect Effects and/or Cumulative Impacts  
  
Missing from the SWLRT-DEIS is a comprehensive look at the indirect and/or cumulative 
impacts on the proposed re-route area.  Using the Report done for the City of St. Louis Park by 
Short, Elliot and Hendricson (SEH) http://www.stlouispark.org/webfiles/file/community-
dev/techmemo_4.pdf 
the responses to the MN&S EAW (http://www.mnsrailstudy.org/key_documents) 
and the Comments to Chapters 3,4, 5 and 6 from this document, a table detailing the indirect 
and/cumulative impacts is presented.  For purposes of evaluating the indirect and cumulative 
impacts of the proposed re-route area, we define the area for both indirect and cumulative 
impacts as the area about one mile on either side of the re-route alignment beginning just east 
of Minnehaha Creek on the west and the point where the new alignment joins the BNSF near 
Cedar Lake in the east.   
 
Indirect impacts are the things that can only be qualified, while the cumulative impacts  are as 
defined in section 9.1.12:   “ Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but 
collectively significant actions taking place over a period of time” [40 C.F.R. § 1508.7] (9-1). 
 
 
Table 9.5-1. Resources with potential for indirect effects or cumulative impacts 
 

NEPA  
TOPIC 

POSSIBLE INDIRECT 
IMPACT TO RE-ROUTE 
AREA 

POSSIBLE CUMULATIVE 
IMPACTS TO RE-ROUTE 
AREA 

Land use and 
socioeconomics 

Yes, Parks will be less 
attractive as noise and 
pollution from freight trains 
increases. 

Yes, small businesses in the 
area will experience difficulty 
due to traffic conditions 

Neighborhoods, community 
services and community 
cohesion 

Yes,  Loss of community 
pride after FRR is ‘forced’.  
Areas around the MN&S will 
become blighted as homes 
suffer from effects of extreme 
vibration 

Yes, Loss of property value 
will cause higher rate of 
foreclosure and rental vs 
ownership rates.  Emergency 
vehicles will have difficulty 
moving about the re-route 
area, STEP will be impacted 
by noise and vibration. 
Gentrification will become 
impossible! 

Acquisitions and 
displacements/relocations 

Yes, homes will need to be 
taken to create a safer ROW 
or if not taken neighborhood 
blight will occur 

Yes, removal of homes or 
decline in value of homes that 
are not taken will result in a 
lower tax base for St. Louis 
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Park. Inverse condemnation 
due to loss of enjoyment from 
negative impacts. 
 

Visual quality and aesthetics Yes, garbage stuck in fencing 
needed to create the 
supposed whistle free zones 
will be an eyesore. The 
interconnect structure will be 
site for graffiti.  

Yes, The interconnect 
structure needed to 
accomplish reroute will dwarf 
everything in the area and 
change the overall look of the 
community. Maintenance and 
upkeep will be neglected 
because ownership of 
interconnect is not clear.  

  
Safety and security 

Yes, the amount of 
hazardous material 
transported will increase with 
increased track usage. 
Increase usage will decrease 
the enjoyment of residential 
backyards, as this is used as 
a buffer zone for derailment.   

 Yes, safety concerns will be 
a factor in the housing and 
resale of the residents, 
leading to increased housing 
turnover, higher rental 
percentages. Concerns for 
students will be a factor in 
considering school facilities 
for families as they establish 
households.  

Environmental justice  Yes, Students at St. Louis 
Park High and Peter Hobart 
(both schools have significant 
minority populations) will be 
impacted. 

 The FRR will decrease 
school morale and possibly 
increase destructive behavior 
as the community reflects on 
the significance of forcing the 
FRR. A ‘Rondo’ effect.  

 Air quality  Yes,  laboring locomotives 
will spew diesel fumes, and 
vehicles on the roadways will 
spend more time idling while 
waiting for trains. 

 Yes. negative impacts to 
resident health from increase 
pollution exposure. Property 
maintenance, upkeep will 
increase due to the settling of 
pollution on structures.   

 Noise yes, inverse condemnation, 
loss of property rights as 
residents can no longer enjoy 
their backyards. Lack of 
direct south connection may 
cause the FRR area to 
become a defacto switching 
yard.  

 Yes, introduction of a direct 
route will encourage more 
freight traffic, use of ports and 
yards will change which allow 
for more traffic also. Noise 
level, exposure are not 
stagnant but should be 
expected to increase.  
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Vibration Yes- increased vibration will 
impact structure foundations 
and could increase radon 
exposure.Lack of direct south 
connection may cause the 
FRR area to become a 
defacto switching yard.   

Yes, introduction of a direct 
route will encourage more 
freight traffic, use of ports and 
yards will change which allow 
for more traffic also. Vibration 
level, exposure are not 
stagnant but should be 
expected to increase.  

 

 Economic effects  Yes, due to lower property 
values the tax base of St. 
Louis Park will no longer be 
raked as one of the 100 best 
Cities in America 

 Yes,  a lower tax base due to 
lower property values will 
raise taxes on the homes a 
distance from the tracks and 
will also result in fewer 
services for residents. 
 

 Station Area Development  No, Most of the re-route area 
is too far from a station to 
benefit. 

No,  Community works 
dollars will be spent on 
station areas and the re-route 
area will be left to flounder 

 Transit effects  Yes,   The MTC bus that 
crosses the MN&S at Lake 
Street, Library Lane and 
Dakota Ave. could 
experience schedule 
problems due to trains in 
crossing. 

 Yes,  because of problems 
with scheduling the busses 
could be removed from 
service leaving people who 
need the bus and make 
transfers in uptown or 
downtown in Minneapolis 
without transportation 

 Effects on roadways  Yes,  side streets will be 
difficult to traverse because 
of queues of cars.  Since 
these queues will be at 
random times people will not 
be able to effectively plan 
their day. 

Yes, emergency vehicles will 
have difficulty traversing the 
area. People will suffer 
because of delayed response 
time.  Because people will 
attempt to avoid the roads in 
the re-route area as much as 
possible, traffic on 
Minnetonka Boulevard will 
become even more 
congested. 

 
 
 
 
 



64 

9.6 Long–Term Effect 
 
This section states that no mitigation is “needed, proposed or anticipated” for the MN&S spur.  It 
is difficult to believe that  a 788% increase in the number of rail cars moving on the MN&S spur 
will need no mitigation, yet that is what is proposed in section 9.6.  The section even goes on to 
say that “Because the indirect effects and cumulative impacts (of SWLRT) are considered 
desirable and beneficial no mitigation is required. “  The benefits of Light rail will in no way 
ameliorate the negative impacts done by the re-routed freight.  Light rail will not straighten 
tracks to save neighborhoods from derailments, it won’t decrease noise and vibration or fix any 
other of the negative impacts caused by increased rail traffic. 
 
As pointed out in the comments to Chapters 3, 4, 5 and 6, the negative impacts from moving 
freight traffic to the re-route area are extensive but these impacts are unaddressed by the 
SWLRT-DEIS which simply asserts in section 9.6 that no mitigation is needed for the freight rail 
re-route area.  Should freight be re-routed from a former Chicago to Seattle mainline to tracks 
that were built to accommodate electric interurban trains, the mitigation needs will be extensive. 
Lists that include, but are not limited to all of the mitigation that will be needed in the MN&S re-
route area, from just east of Minnehaha Creek to the junction of the new BNSF siding with the 
BNSF main line, can be found in the  City of St. Louis Park comments and the SEH report.  
http://www.stlouispark.org/webfiles/file/community-dev/techmemo_4.pdf (SEH document); 
http://www.mnsrailstudy.org/key_documents EAW Comments.  These lists are in no way 
definitive.  No matter how much mitigation is done, the MN&S Spur will always be a retro fitted 
interurban carrying freight trains that belong on tracks built for mainline rail traffic. 
 
9.7  - Greenhouse Gasses 
 
Increased diesel fumes caused by locomotives laboring up the two steep interconnects , idling 
for long periods of time, perhaps making multiple trips through the neighborhoods will have a 
cumulative impact.  The area around the MN&S re-route area will become intolerable because 
of the added pollutants.  The community further afield will suffer indirectly because of the 
increase of smog. 
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CHAPTER 10 - ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE: 
 
Improper Analysis: Section 10.3.1: The same methodology was not used in both identifying 
census blocks for the five alternatives and the Freight Rail Relocation. It is discussed that a half 
mile buffer was created but there is a footnote 2 on Page 10-2. The footnote clearly states that 
the area of impact for the Freight Rail Relocation was geographically narrower to ensure the 
analysis did not miss a minority population. First, it is poor process and suspect when a project 
doesn’t use equal parameters. Second, it is not logical to state that a narrower impact area 
would help include more information. A narrower area can only leave a segment with lower 
impact due to less geographical area. And finally, it should also be considered that Hennepin 
County did not take serious consideration of the Sept 2011 letter by FTA. The letter requested 
that the Freight Rail and impacts be a part of the SWLRT.  It is suspect that the information 
used in the SWLRT DEIS for the FRR environmental impacts was pulled from the MN&S Report 
(Located in Appendix H, Part 1). The MN&S Report is essentially the same information as the  
Minnesota State MN&S Freight Rail EAW which didn’t include a half mile impact buffer because 
the scope of the state project would only consider adjacent properties. The fact that the area of 
impact is narrower for the FRR correlates the small scope of the original project.  
 
Improper analysis: Table 10.3.1: The percentage of minority population impacts increases with 
the Co-Location option.  Figure 10.3-2 with the LPA 3A indicates that the there are pockets of 
high minority census blocks along the FRR, with the largest section in the Iron Triangle area of 
the FRR project.  Co-Location would both eliminate these areas and is geographically smaller. 
Action requested to have the analysis of this percentage increase with co-location explained 
further.  
 

Improper Analysis: There is a core analytical flaw in figures 10.3 when it describes the 
FRR and the Co-location area.  It is flawed because the effects of segment  “A”  take 
into account the area north of Kenilworth corridor even though that area will be affected 
with or without the FRR. Therefore, this is an improper comparison. The figures should 
be divided as a.) FRR from the Interconnect structure to the BNSF siding. b.) Co-
location section from West Lake to Penn Station area. c. )common area which is north 
and east of Penn Station to Target Field. Including the common area can only unfairly 
overestimate the impacts to the co-location segment.  
 
Improper Analysis: It is important to highlight that the FRR segments have areas with high 
minority population. In comparison, the co-location area in Kennilworth Corridor have none. If 
the Re-Route section is chosen, the project will have a disproportionate  negative impacts to 
minority in the freight decision- which is concern for the EPA and the principles of environmental 
justice and fair treatment. It is improper for the conclusion that the  re-route is the 
environmentally preferred alternative for the freight. Maps of the FRR area vs co-location with 
minority populations (Attachment Appendix 10). 
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Missing from the environmental impacts for minority and low-income groups is an analysis of the 
demographics of the St Louis Park schools within half mile: Peter Hobart Elem., St Louis Park 
Senior High, and Park Spanish Immersion.  
 
'A minority population means any readily identifiable group or groups of minority persons who 
live in geographic proximity, and if circumstances warrant, geographically dispersed or transient 
persons such as migrant workers or Native Americans who will be similarly affected by a 
proposed DOT program, policy or activity.' FTA C 4703.1. The population of a school can be 
accurately described as a geographically dispersed people that gather for the purpose of 
education. In addition, the school board and each school administration has the liability of 
protecting and policing students while on campus, similar to the responsibilities of a local 
government.  
 

School Population Percent Minority High Minority 
Population Fit1 

Percent Free 
and Reduced 
Meals 

St Louis Park 
School District 

4472 38.9% yes 31.2% 

Senior High 1381 38.4% yes 32.9% 

Peter Hobart 
Elementary 

549 43.5% yes 37.2 % 

Park Spanish 
Immersion 

513 26.5% no 14% 

 
1 The percentage used to determine high minority population kit was 28.3%, Section 10.3.1.1 
 
Source: slpschools.org- Fall 2012 Enrollment Comparison and Demographic information. 
(http://www.rschooltoday.com/se3bin/clientgenie.cgi?butName=Fall%202012%20Enrollment%2
0Comparison%20and%20Demographic%20Information&cId=0&permission=3&username=)  
 
Missing Information: The percentage of free or reduced meals is significant for the St Louis Park 
School District, Senior High, and Peter Hobart. it is difficult to determine from the free/reduced 
meals if there is an impact to low income population because the criteria is not a match. 
However, this is information that the project should investigate further to prevent improper high 
impacts.  
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Improper Analysis: The LPA discusses that the adverse effects on environmental justice 
populations. The different segments and criteria (construction, transit service and accessibility, 
air quality, multimodal environment) reach a conclusion that there is no disproportionate high or 
adverse effects anticipated. This conclusion is improper because the populations of minorities in 
the community of the FRR segment, school populations minorities, and possible low income 
students at the schools are not considered. In addition, it is stated the LRT will provide benefits 
to the environmental population.  The Freight Rail Re-Route section of the LPA will have no 
benefits to the impacted populations, only negative impacts. Therefore, no offset of  negative 
impacts by the LRT benefit. The conclusion of the Environmental Justice for the LPA is incorrect 
and improper.  
 
Action requested: Halt any decision on the freight issue until further study is completed such 
that the missing information, flawed assumptions can be answered. This secondary study needs 
to have a scope which the city, residents, and railroad company can agree on.  
 
Action requested: Change the scope of the impact areas for the FRR and co-location segments 
to exclude the area that is north and east of the Penn Station.  
 
Action requested: More weight should be given to the minority areas of the Freight Rail Re-
Route because the impacts will be negative with no positive LRT offset.  
 
Action requested: Include the minority and possibly low income populations of the impacted 
schools in the analysis.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



68 

 

CHAPTER 11 - EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES: 
 
On November 29, 2011 Hennepin County Commissioner Gail Dorfman stated, “How do we 
explain co-location being added without people thinking that co-location is on the table in a 
serious way, promises were made going a long way back”   
http://hennepinmn.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?view_id=10&clip_id=1459 
Consequently, the comparison done on the proposed reroute of freight from the Bass Lake Spur 
to the MN&S Spur then from the MN&S to the BNSF Wayzata Subdivision and the co-location of  
the same freight trains was not done to ensure that the essential purpose of NEPA was fulfilled.  
 
The purpose of this comment and our evaluation of each chapter is to show that the conclusion 
of  the SWLRT-DEIS prepared by the HCRRA concerning the co-location or re-routing for freight 
trains is incorrect.  We submit that based on our evaluation the conclusion that the re-route is 
preferable co-location should be re-evaluated. 

 The inconsistencies and inaccurate information in Chapter 1 bring into doubt the need 
for the proposed reroute.  The claims that the interconnects are part of the MnDOT State 
Freight Rail plan are unsubstantiated. 

 The lack of public process discussed in Chapter 2 should bring into question the choice 
of Build Alternative 3A even being considered as an option much less chosen as the 
LPA 

 The evaluations on impacts  and indirect and cumulative impacts caused by the 
proposed reroute discussed in Chapters 3,4,5 , 6 and 9 do not fulfill  the the purpose of 
each chapter. 

 Chapters 7 and 10 of the SWLRT-DEIS fail to address the Federally mandated 
questions. 

 The financial chapter 8 not only is suspect because of the “typo” found on November 26, 
2012 but also because it does not discuss the ongoing maintenance cost associated 
with the building of two large pieces of infrastructure. 

 The last Chapter 12, as with  Chapter 2 spells out the lack of public process and the 
contempt with which the residents of St. Louis Park have been treated. 

 
The following Table 11.1-1 is based on the table of the same number in the SWLRT-DEIS (11-2 
to 11- 7). The information in this chart has been compiled to evaluate and compare the 
proposed reroute to co-location.  The SWLRT-DEIS presents comparison tables for several 
aspects of the SWLRT but fails to provide a comparison table showing the attributes of the re-
route and co-location.  Using the table comparison format featured for other purposes in the 
SWLRT-DEIS, a reroute/co-location comparison table is presented below.  Please note that only 
publicly available information is included in the table below, and that publicly available 
information does not include specifics of the SWLRT Light Rail alignment. All public documents 
used in this table are referenced in this SWLRT-DEIS Comment.   
 
 
 



69 

 
Table 11.1-1 Re-route Option/Co-Location Option 
 

Goal and Evaluation 
Measure 

Re-Route Option Co-location Option 

   

Traffic impacts - queue 
lengths (in vehicles) at freight 
rail at-grade crossings 

Numbers for the re-route 
options looked at only one 
day in time. 

Numbers looked at projected 
growth of area and traffic that 
impact on queue lengths. 

Air Quality impacts Higher emissions due to 
laboring diesel freight 
locomotives. 

No change from emissions 
from diesel freight 
locomotives 

Noise Extreme increase  not only 
because of increase in the 
number of trains, but also due 
to freight locomotive noise 
caused by steep grades of 
interconnects. Brake  and 
wheel noise will also 
increase. Quiet Zone will not 
stop noise from trains 

Noise from Freight trains will 
remain the same.  The only 
increases in freight will cause 
by  normal market factors. 

Vibration Extreme increase due to a 
788% increase in rail cars 

No, number of freight trains 
will remain consistent with 
current number 

Hazardous Regulated 
materials 

High - Potential to encounter 
more hazardous and 
regulated materials sites 
along the MN&S Spur and 
the BNSF Wayzata 
Subdivision as well as with 
the construction of the 
interconnect at the 
contaminated Golden site.  
 
 

 

Construction Impacts High - The building of two 
interconnects and moving 
tracks eight feet east above 
grade in close proximity to 
homes and businesses will 
be disruptive 

Information in the DEIS is 
vague on the subject 
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Community Cohesion Extreme impact  Impact caused by freight 
trains will not change, 
therefore, no impact 

Property Acquisitions At the very least the homes 
east of the MN&S between 
West Lake St. and 
Minnetonka Blvd. must be 
removed for safety reasons 

Townhomes taken in the 
“pinch point”  If they are 
removed a r-o-w wide enough 
for LRT, bicycles and freight 
will occur 

Environmental Justice St. Louis Park High School 
and Peter Hobart School both 
within  mile of the MN&S 
tracks have minority 
populations large enough to 
be considered a protected 
group 

Impacts to minority groups 
caused by freight trains will 
not change.  Freight trains 
already exist in the area. 

Land use consistent with 
comprehensive plan 

Yes Yes, links in Chapter 3 are 
not conclusive. 

Compatible with planned 
development 

Yes Yes,  co-location occurs west 
of Louisiana Blvd. and on 
much of the Bottineau line, 
therefore LRT and 
development are compatible 

Economic Effects No, beneficial effects to the 
local economy 

Yes, co-location occurs west 
of Louisiana Blvd. and on 
much of the Bottineau line, 
therefore LRT and 
development are compatible 
 

Development Effects No, beneficial effects to 
development 

Yes, co-location occurs west 
of Louisiana Blvd. and on 
much of the Bottineau line, 
therefore LRT and 
development are compatible 
 

Safe, efficient, and effective 
movement of freight 
throughout the region, state 
and nation 

No,  the proposed re-route is 
not safe, efficient or effective 

Yes 

Continuous flow of freight 
throughout the study area 

Yes Yes 
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Table 11.2-1 - Evaluation of Alternatives 
 

 Re-route Option Co-location Option 

Improved Mobility does not support goal - re-
route area will be congested 

supports goal - co-location 
occurs west of Louisiana 
Blvd. and on much of the 
Bottineau line, therefore LRT/ 
mobility issues are 
compatible 

Provide a cost-effective, 
efficient travel option 

supports goal supports goal 

Protect the environment does not support goal - 
improper use of infrastructure 
is dangerous  

supports goal, the co-location 
area was an active main line 
Freight rail yard for 110 years 
and then an active rail line.  It 
has never been legally 
abandoned 

preserve and protect the 
quality of the life in the study 
area and the region 

does not support goal, 
improper use of infrastructure 
is dangerous  
 

Supports goal, the co-location 
area was an active main line 
Freight rail yard for 110 year 
and then an active rail line.  It 
has never been legally 
abandoned.  Nothing about 
the freight changes 
 

Supports economic 
development 

Does not support goal, small 
businesses in the re-route 
area will be negatively 
impacted by the increased 
number or freight trains. 

Supports goal, co-location 
occurs west of Louisiana 
Blvd. and on much of the 
Bottineau line, therefore LRT 
and development are 
compatible 
 

supports economically 
competitive freight rail system 

Does not support goal, re-
route is unsafe, inefficient 
and ineffective 

Supports goal 

Overall performance Supports goal, LRT will be 
able to proceed as hoped 

Supports goal, LRT will be 
able to proceed as hoped 
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11.2.43  and 11.2.5 -  LRT 3A (LPA- re-route) Compared to LRT 3-1 ( LPA-Co-location) 
 
In a September 2, 2011 letter the FTA informed the HCRRA that since the proposed freight rail 
reroute is a connected action to the SWLRT, it must be added to the SWLRT-DEIS (Letter from 
Marisol Simon, FTA to Susan Haigh, Met Council 

 
This letter also instructed the HCRRA to add co-location to the  SWLRT- DEIS study.  Since 
NEPA was written to ensure that environmental factors are weighted equally, it should be 
assumed that all factors concerning the re-route as part of SWLRT and co-location as part of 
SWLRT would be given the same scrutiny.  In fact, statute 23 CFR Sec. 774.17 under NEPA, 
which contains a "test" for determining whether an alternative is "feasible and prudent,” should 
have been  applied equally to both the proposed reroute and co-location options.  The lack of 
effort to do a true “feasible  and prudent” analysis of the freight rail reroute as part of the 
SWLRT--DEIS is staggering.    
 
 
Had  the “test” from  23 CFR Sec. 774.17 been applied equally to the re-route portion of LRT 3A  
and the co-location portion of  LRT 3A-1 the following would easily have been determined:  
LRT 3A / LRT 3A-1  - “Test” 23 CFR Sec. 774.17 
 

“Test” Category LRT 3A - Re-route LRT 3A-1 - Co-location 

(i) It compromises the project to 

a degree that it is unreasonable 
to proceed with the project in 
light of its stated purpose and 
need; 
 

Yes No 

(ii) It results in unacceptable 
safety or operational 
problems; 

Yes, Safety issues include, 
but are not limited to, 
aggressive curves, excessive 
grade changes, multiple at 
grade crossing that are 
blocked simultaneously, 
narrow right of way.  
Operational issues include 
but are not limited to, 
locomotives pulling 100+ car 
trains up steep grades, more 
miles to St. Paul destination. 
 

No, Safety issues caused by 
co-location of freight and LRT 
are surmountable.  They are 
similar to problems at Blake 
Road on the SWLRT and 
most of the proposed 
Bottineau LRT line. 
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(iii) After reasonable 
mitigation, it still causes: 
 

 
 
The City of St. Louis Park 
estimates a minimum of $50 
million needed for mitigation 
yet the reroute still causes:  

 
 
Cost of mitigation for co-
location has not been 
estimated, but since the 
issues are not unusual it is 
logical to think mitigation will 
take care of issues 

(A) Severe social, economic, 
or environmental impacts; 
 

Yes, Mitigation will not 
straighten tracks, lesson 
grade changes or move 
crossings or lesson the 
increase in heavy rail cars.   

No, Impacts to communities 
will all be caused by LRT 
because  mainline freight has 
been established in the area 
for over 100 year. 

(B) Severe disruption to 
established communities; 
 

Yes,  The increase of  788% 
in the number of rail cars on 
the MN&S is excessive.  The 
noise from the locomotives 
on the interconnects will be 
greater than any noise 
currently cause by freight 
trains, (a whistle-free zone 
will not solve noise issues) 
and the length of vehicle 
queues at grade crossing will 
be disabling 

No,  The number of rail cars 
in the area will not change.  
Any disruption will be cause 
by the addition of LRT. 

(C) Severe disproportionate 
impacts to minority or low 
income populations;  

Yes, Minority populations at 
two of the 6 area schools will 
be impacted. 

No 

(D) Severe impacts to 
environmental resources 
protected under other Federal 
statutes; 

Yes, there is potential for 
additional water resource 
impacts along the MN&S 
Spur and the BNSF Wayzata 
Subdivision. 
 

No, freight rail in this area will 
not change and therefore, 
any impact on the 
environment will be caused 
by LRT 

(iv) It results in additional 
construction, maintenance, or 
operational costs of an 
extraordinary magnitude; 

Yes, the building of the 
interconnects and new track 
needed will be very disruptive 
in the short term.  Long term 
costs of the project also may 
be excessive since the 
railroads have not agreed to 
maintain the interconnects.  
Also, the cost to the CP 
during construction and the 
TC&W following 

Yes, during construction of 
SWLRT there could be some 
additional costs however, 
once implemented co-
location will be no different for 
freight traffic than what 
occurs today. 



74 

implementation or the 
interconnect could be 
extensive 

(v) It causes other unique 
problems or unusual factors;  

Yes, there is potential to 
encounter more hazardous 
and regulated materials sites 
along the MN&S Spur and 
the BNSF Wayzata 
Subdivision.  
There is also potential to 
encounter hazardous 
materials from the 
construction of the 
interconnect over the 
contaminated golden site. 

No.  The freight will not be 
any different than the freight 
today. 

(vi) It involves multiple factors 
in paragraphs (3)(i) through 
(3)(v) of this definition, that 
while individually minor, 
cumulatively cause unique 
problems or impacts of 
extraordinary magnitude. 
 

Yes,  the cumulative impacts 
of the problems faced by the 
rerouting of the TC&W freight 
are unprecedented in their 
magnitude. 

No.  Although there will be 
some minor issues cause by 
the introduction of the 
SWLRT to the area, the 
problems are all not unusual 
to LRT and are 
surmountable. 

 
Applying the “test” from  23 CFR Sec. 774.17 reveals that the proposed reroute in LRT 3A (LPA) 
is neither “feasible or prudent.” Therefore,  the use of  0.81 acres of Cedar Lake Park according 
to  the  Act of 1966 codified at  49 U.S.C. 303 and 23 U.S.C. 138 will not impede the building of 
SWLRT. 
 
LRT 3A-1  (Co-location) best meets the Southwest Transitway project’s Purpose and Need  
Statement as expressed by the goals of improving mobility, providing a cost-effective and 
efficient travel option, preserving the environment, protecting quality of life, supporting economic 
development, and developing and maintaining a balanced and economically competitive 
multimodal freight system.  In light of the facts presented in this SWLRT-DEIS response it 
is recommended that LRT 3A-1 (Co-location) be chosen as the only viable option for 
SWLRT. 
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11.4 - Next Steps 
 
Should,  despite overwhelming evidence that LRT 3A-1 ( LPA - co-location) is the option that 
best fits the needs of the SWLRT,  LRT 3A (LPA - reroute) be chosen as the route for the 
SWLRT the next steps by Safety in the Park will include but not be limited to the following: 
 

 A request for an independent investigation of “typos” in the SWLRT-DEIS and the time it 
took to find and correct the “errors” 

 
 A request for an independent investigation as to the reason for the STB from being 

notified of the publication of the  the SWLRT-DEIS and the time it took to find and correct 
the over-site. 

 
 An appeal of the SWLRT-FEIS 

 
 An effort to convince the City of St. Louis Park that municipal consent should be denied 

based on resolution that make it clear the City of St. Louis Park opposes the rerouting of 
freight trains from the CP’s Bass Lake Spur to the CP’s MN&S Spur if a viable option 
exists.  (St. Louis Park City Resolutions, 1996--City of St. Louis Park Resolution  - 96-73 
[Appendix 1]; 2001 City of St. Louis Park Resolution - ; 2010 City of 
St. Louis Park Resolution - 10-070 
http://www.stlouispark.org/webfiles/file/freight_rail.pdf; 2011 City of St. Louis Park 
Resolution 11-058 http://www.stlouispark.org/webfiles/file/community-dev/5-31-
11_resolution_relating_to_freight_activity_in_slp.pdf). 

 
 An effort will be made to convince the State of Minnesota not to fund SWLRT until 

further study is completed such that the missing information and flawed assumptions can 
be addressed.  This secondary study needs to have a scope agreed upon by the city of 
St. Louis Park, Safety in the Park, and railroad companies.  Furthermore, the secondary 
study must be conducted by a government agency and engineering firm not previously 
associated with the proposed re-route. Once the new study is completed, a computer-
generated simulation representing all of the new findings should be produced.  This 
simulation will help residents and elected officials who are not engineers understand the 
impacts of the proposed re-route prior to making decisions. 
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Document list for chapter 11 
 1996  - City of St. Louis Park Resolution  - 96-73 (Appendix 1) 
 1999 - St. Louis Park Task Railroad Study 

http://www.hennepin.us/files/HennepinUS/Housing%20Community%20Works%20and%
20Transit/Regional%20Railroad%20Authority/Authority/Railroad_Study_March_1999.pdf 
-  

 2001 City of St. Louis Park Resolution -  
 2010 City of St. Louis Park Resolution - 10-070 

http://www.stlouispark.org/webfiles/file/freight_rail.pdf 
 Short Elliot Hendrickson Inc. (SEH)  -  Comparison of the MN&S route and the 

Kenilworth route - http://www.stlouispark.org/webfiles/file/community-
dev/techmemo_4.pdf 

 2011 City of St. Louis Park Resolution 11-058 
http://www.stlouispark.org/webfiles/file/community-dev/5-31-
11_resolution_relating_to_freight_activity_in_slp.pdf 

 Evaluation of Twin Cities and Western Railroad responses(EAW) 
http://www.mnsrailstudy.org/key_documents 

 
MnDot Finding of Facts and Conclusions 
c. City of St Louis Park appeal 
d. MN&S Freight Rail Study EAW Brief of Relators Appeal, Jami Ann LaPray, et al 
e. Office of Hennepin County letter, dated Dec. 19, 2011 
f. MnDot Dot Resolution, dated Dec. 20, 2011 
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CHAPTER 12 - PUBLIC AGENCY COORDINATION AND COMMENTS: 
 
12.1.1 
The statement is made that “the public and agency involvement process has been open and 
inclusive to provide the opportunity for interested parties to be involved in planning. 
Stakeholders had an opportunity to review and comment on the analysis and results at major 
milestones reached during the course of the study. The program was conducted in a manner 
consistent with National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and Section 106 regulations.”  This 
statement is completely false considering the public concerned about the freight rail re-route 
issue. 
 
NEPA 1500.2(d) states that the leading agency must “encourage and facilitate public 
involvement in decisions which affect the quality of the human environment.”  This regulation 
was clearly ignored in regards to the potential freight rail re-route issue.  Hennepin County did 
not “encourage and facilitate” public involvement concerning this issue.  Hennepin County did 
not allow the “opportunity to review and comment on the analysis and results at major 
milestones reached”  In fact, Hennepin County refused attempts for public comments and 
concerns regarding the freight rail issue at all of the outreach meetings prior to September 2, 
2011.  This included major milestone including the selection of the LPA.  Because  of the 
deliberate exclusion of the freight issue, the LPA selection process must be reopened and 
reexamined allowing public input to become part of the process.  
 
12.1.1.2 
CAC Process - After the proposed re-route was added to the SWLRT project Safety in the Park 
was added to the Community Advisory Committee of the SWLRT.  The CAC group had a 
reputation of being well run, open minded and inclusive.  Our wish was to explain that our 
opposition to the re-route is not (as has been heralded by the county) to be anti-LRT.  We 
wanted it known that our concern is simply that our county and state governments are misusing 
a piece of infrastructure and  in doing so creating an unlivable, unsafe environment for a 
significant segment of the population.   
 
Instead of listening to our concerns,  the leadership of  the CAC committee took the highly 
unusual step of changing the CAC Charter that had just been accepted by the committee.  The 
original charter allowed for alternate members to take part in meetings as long as the leadership 
was notified in advance of the alternates attendance. (Appendix 12.1.1.2)  The new charter 
rescinded the rights of alternates.  Making it impossible for residents to be adequately 
represented.   
 
The Community Engagement Steering committee is a local coalition of community groups 
formed around the Corridors of Opportunity within the Minneapolis- St Paul metro area. This 
body has met with the staff of the SWLRT, in regards to the principles and strategies of the CAC 
meeting.  
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The following is a list of recommendations that were adopted in Spring 2012. 
 
Based on lessons learned from community engagement on the Central Corridor, SWLRT, 
Gateway Corridor, and Bottineau, the Community Engagement Steering Committee makes 
these recommendations on the formation, structure, and process for Community Advisory 
Committees (CAC): 
 

a)      CACs will be formed early in the transitway corridor planning process at the start of 
the scoping phase. 
b)      The purpose of CACs will include being a resource and check point for community 
engagement throughout the transitway corridor and the adjacent communities. They will 
review and approve a corridor project community engagement plan. 
c)      CACs will identify the community issues and assign problem solving teams that 
include community members and project staff. 
d)      Community Advisory Committees will be a community driven body facilitated and 
provided staff support by corridor project staff. 
e)      CAC membership will be selected by communities they represent along transitway 
corridors. 
f)       CAC and Business Advisory Committees will meet together on a quarterly basis. 
g)      The Community Engagement Steering committee will support transitway corridor 
project staff with connections to underrepresented groups along the transitway corridors 
such as contacts to: 
 

·        Faith communities 
·        Cultural communities 
·        Place based groups 
·        Communities of color 
·        Small and Ethnic businesses 
·        Community Engagement Steering Committee members 
·        Disability community 
·        New immigrant communities 
·        Low-income communities 
·        Students at high schools, community colleges 

  
h)      The orientation for the CAC will include environmental justice, equitable 
development, and cultural awareness training in their orientation that includes a 
combined map identifying where the underrepresented communities (low income, 
communities of color, new immigrants, and disabled) live. 
i)      CACs will have the ability to set their own agenda, pass motions, and make 
recommendations to the corridor policy advisory committee and the corridor 
management committee through their voting representative. 
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j)        CACs will elect a chairperson from their membership who represents a grassroots 
community along the transitway corridor 
k)      A community representative will be elected to serve by the CAC on the transitway 
corridor policy advisory committee as a voting member. 
l)        Construction Communication Committees should be set up at least one month in 
advance of construction, with representatives appointed by grassroots community 
groups. 

 
The SWLRT CAC has not being conducted in good faith on some of the recommendations that 
were adopted. It should be considered that the recommendations were agreed upon but not 
acted upon or implemented in process.  
 

1. The SWLRT CAC was expanded in April 2012. The BAC was formed also in August 
2012. To date, the CAC and the BAC has not met, nor is it in the agenda for the near 
future. part f.  
 
2. The CAC does not have representations for the minority group along the Freight Rail 
Re-route or students from the St Louis Park High School. There has been no active 
recruitment for these group by the SWLRT Staff. part g.  
 
3. The CAC members have not been able to set the agenda, pass motions, or make 
recommendations to the policy advisory committee. If there is a voting representative, 
the members of the CAC are not aware of this ability, who is the voting member, or how 
this vote is conducted. part i.  
 
4. There has been no election to establish a chairperson. part j.  
 
5.  There has been no election to establish a representative the Management 
Committee. part k 
 
6.  Community issues were identified in a “dot-mocracy” survey, however details of the 
survey were denied the CAC committee and no subcommittees have been established. 
part c 
 
7.  The CAC has not been included as a resource and check point for community 
engagement throughout the transitway corridor and the adjacent communities. They 
have not reviewed or approved a corridor project community engagement plan. part b 
 

12.1.1.4 
Table 12.1-1 lists meetings of Neighborhood, community and business groups where Southwest 
Transitway information was presented.  The discussion of the freight issue was not allowed at 
any of these meetings. 
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12.1.1.5 
Since the DEIS was launched, three additions of the Southwest Newsline were published and 
distributed.  The freight issue was deliberately excluded from all three publications. 
 
12.1.1.6 
Table 12.1-2 lists community events where staff attended southwest materials were distributed. 
The opportunity to learn about the freight issue or discuss the freight issue was deliberately 
excluded from every one of these community events. 
 
12.1.1.8 
Information about the freight issue was deliberately excluded from the southwesttransitway.org 
website prior to Sept, 2011. 
 
12.1.2 
None of the articles on SW LRT listed in Table 12.1-4 included the freight issue.  Table 12.1-5 
lists media outlets contacted to run stories about the SW LRT project.  None of the media 
outlets were contacted by project staff and asked to run a story about the freight issue. 
 
12.1.3 
Twenty-five public meetings and open houses were held at locations within the Southwest 
Transitway project corridor to provide information to affected and interested communities and 
parties. The primary purpose of these meetings was to inform of the public about the study’s 
process and to give all interested parties an opportunity to provide input, comments, and 
suggestions regarding the study process and results.  The opportunity to provide input, 
comments and suggestions regarding the freight issue was deliberately excluded from each and 
every one of these 25 meetings. 
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12.1.3.1 
The scoping process is designed to inform the public, interest groups, affected tribes, and 
government agencies of the Draft EIS and to present the following items for comment: 

1. Purpose and need for the project; 
2. Alternatives to be studied; and 
3. Potential social, economic, environmental, and transportation impacts to be evaluated. 

 
The freight issue is the most controversial issue of the SW LRT project.  The freight issue has 
the greatest potential social, economic and environments negative impacts yet it was not 
included during the vast majority of the SW LRT scoping process.  The freight issue was 
deliberately excluded after multiple requests to include it in the scoping process.  A specific and 
formal request from the City of St. Louis Park was made on October 14, 2008 to include the 
freight issue under the scope of the SWLRT DEIS. (Appendix 12.1.3.1a)  The St. Louis Park 
Public Board of Education made a similar request on November 3, 2008. (See Appendix 
12.1.1.3.1b)  The NEPA Implementation Office of Enforcement and Compliance Assurance 
wrote a letter dated November 6, 2008 that stated the  “impacts and contributions to the existing 
transportation network including freight/industrial, automotive, pedestrian, and bicycle modes 
should be fully presented in the DEIS”.(Appendix 12.1.3.1c)  Despite all of these requests, the 
freight issue was denied inclusion in the DEIS scope prior to Sept 2, 2011.  The reason for this 
exclusion is unknown and not published in the DEIS. 
 
12.1.3.2 
The discussion of the freight issue was deliberately excluded from all three of the open houses 
held on May 18, 2010, May 19, 2010 and May 20, 2010. 
 
12.1.5 
The only opportunity the public was given by Hennepin County to discuss the freight rail re-route 
was at the PMT meetings discussed in section 12.1.5.  However, any discussion of possible 
alternatives to the re-route (co-location) or the freight re-route’s connection with SWLRT was 
strictly forbidden at these PMT meetings.  In addition, the vast majority of PMT members and St. 
Louis Park community were not satisfied with the PMT process.  The last PMT meeting included 
a public open house where over 100 St. Louis Park citizens attended and expressed their 
outrage regarding the PMT process.  The comments made at the open house need to be part of 
the DEIS since the freight issue was excluded from all other opportunities for public input.  The 
open house can be viewed at  http://vimeo.com/17945966   
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In addition, Sue Sanger and Paul Omodt (St. Louis Park Council Members) wrote a letter to 
Hennipen County Commissioner Gail Dorfman and described the PMT as an “illegitimate and 
indefensible process”  The complete letter  can be found in the appendix. (Appendix 12.1.5a)   
Another letter was written by Ron Latz (State Senator), Steve Simon (State Representative) and 
Ryan Winker (State Representative) to Hennepin County Commissioner Mike Opat.  (Appendix 
12.1.5b)The letter was written because of the multitude of complaints made about the PMT 
process from their constituents.  The letter asked that the residents of St. Louis Park receive fair 
treatment as Hennepin County makes a decision about a the possible re-route.  They asked that 
fair studies and a transparent process.  Despite these letters, Hennepin County did not change 
the way they treated St. Louis Park residents.   
 
The following are comments made by PMT members to provide an overview of the severe 
shortcomings of the PMT process.  
 
Kathryn Kottke (Bronx Park):  “The ‘process’ was very frustrating because the questions I 
asked were not answered.  In addition, during the open session residents were allowed to ask 
questions, but they were openly ignored; at some points, Jeanne Witzig, who facilitated the 
meetings,  would simply respond, ‘Next?’ after residents had asked a question.  Any discussions 
about SW LRT or possible alternatives to the reroute were not not allowed.  
 
“Perhaps most frustrating was that we were asked to list our mitigation requests, but when the 
engineers had completed their work, they not only ignored every single mitigation request we 
had made, but they added mitigation we openly rejected such as a quiet zone by the high 
school and the closure of the 29th street at-grade crossing.  Instead of making the reroute safer, 
Kimley-Horn planned for welded rails that would enable trains to run faster through a very 
narrow corridor.” 
 
Karen Hroma (Birchwood Neighborhood):  “The PMT meetings were held only so Hennepin 
County can check a box and claim that they gathered “public input”.  The experience was 
frustrating and insulting.  Several questions  of mine went unanswered.  None of the Birchwood 
residents’ mitigation requests were given consideration.  In fact, quite the opposite happened.  
Although the Birchwood residents very specifically asked that the 29th Street intersection 
remain open, the PMT concluded that the 29th Street be closed and that is was considered 
“mitigation”.  When the PMT wanted to discuss possible alternatives to the re-route we were told 
that this was not the appropriate time or venue to discuss.” 
 
Jake Spano (Brooklawns Neighborhood Representative) and current St. Louis Park 
Council Member):  “I do not support increasing freight rail traffic through St. Louis Park or the 
rerouting of freight rail traffic North through the city until it has been proven that there is no other 
viable route.  To do this, we need objective, honest assessments and an acceptance of 
mitigation requests by the people of the St. Louis Park.  What was presented during the Project 
Management Team (PMT) process was lacking in all three of these areas.” 
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Claudia Johnston (City of St. Louis Park Planning Commission):  “PMT meetings were 
conducted to get input from cities, residents and businesses impacted by the SWLR and 
rerouting freight. The document that was produced from those meetings – the EAW – 
completely ignored the input of those stakeholders. Therefore the conclusion is that Hennepin 
County never had any serious intention of working with those stakeholders and used that 
process to complete one of their required goals which was to conduct public meetings. 
Hennepin County has continued to withhold information from public authorities like the Met 
Council, Regional Rail Authority and the FTA by producing documents like the EAW and the 
DEIS that contain false information.” 
 
Kandi Arries (Lenox Neighborhood):  “I participated in the PMT as a concerned resident of 
Lenox neighborhood. The PMT was ‘pitched’ as a chance to problem solve and discuss issues 
openly. It became apparent though that the PMT was a poster child for government decisions 
that are made at the top, regardless of the input of the residents and the people impacted. 
Residents asked questions during the open forum but no answers were given. PMT members 
gave input to the consultant staff but responses were rare, if at all. Major changes were 
implemented by the county and the engineer- the lose of the southern connection and change of 
the cedar lake bike trail to a bridge. These changes were just implemented without the input of 
the members. The PMT was the forcing of the county wishes regardless of the resident 
concerns. Shameful.”  
 
Jeremy Anderson (Lenox Neighborhood):  "I participated in the PMT meetings as a 
representative--along with Kandi Arries--of the Lenox neighborhood. Together, we solicited 
many pages of comments and suggestions for remediation, and submitted that information to 
the County. Everything we submitted was summarily ignored. At every turn, the County 
pretended that the changes THEY wanted were the ones which we had submitted, and that we 
had never submitted any suggestions. When questions were asked, the answer given by the 
representatives of the county was: 'this meeting is not to address that question.' -- it didn't 
matter WHAT the question was. My time was wasted, every citizen who attended had their time 
wasted, and the County wasted a significant amount of money on a consultant who did nothing 
other than look confused or defer to a representative of the county. I have never experienced 
anything so frustrating in my years of dealing with government at all levels. I have learned from 
this process that Hennepin County does what Hennepin County wishes, regardless of what the 
citizens say. I would expect government like this in a Monarchy, an Oligarchy, or some sort of 
despotic Dictatorship. Behavior such as this from a supposedly representative government is 
absurd, shameful, and should not in any way be encouraged. The irregularities around the EAW 
and DEIS are so massive, so coordinated and so mind-boggling as to suggest fraud and graft 
on a quite noticeable scale. The County has continually dodged funding questions, and 
whenever a number is suggested which looked unfavorable to the freight reroute, that number 
has magically been declared a typo at a later date. It is my suspicion that if the proposal were 
shown to violate several of Newton's Laws, that Hennepin County would declare that Newton 
had been incorrect in his fundamental discovery."  
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Lois Zander (Sorenson Neighborhood):  “As a member of the PMT and representative of the 
Sorensen Neighborhood, I was able to see first hand how the public process was manipulated 
to make it look as though our neighborhood concerns were actually going to be considered in 
making a determination about the re-route.  Prior to the meetings, PMT representatives were 
asked to get input from their neighborhoods regarding mitigation, should the reroute go through 
St Louis Park.  In good faith, a neighborhood meeting was called and a list of concerns and 
possible mitigations was put together.  This process put me in the position of getting our hopes 
up that our position would be heard, just to be dashed when exactly zero mitigations were 
revealed in the final document.  I then needed to go back to my neighbors with this unhappy 
news and an explanation as to why I bothered them in the first place.   
 
“During PMT meetings, faulty results were given as proof we needed no mitigation for vibration, 
noise and safety. For example: an "expert" took a reading next to the current small train as it 
passed along the MN&S.  He had beautiful charts and graphs all proving the noise was below 
any level of concern and therefore did not need to be mitigated. This certainly does not 
represent the noise of the mile long 2 or 3 engine train which will be passing through our 
neighborhood and by our schools. The same ploy was used to prove to that vibration would not 
be a concern to our homes and schools. Do they take us for fools? This is a waste of taxpayer 
money and an insult to all of us who worked in good faith at our meetings.  
 
“When we raised safety concerns about students being on the tracks going to the football field 
or to lunch, we were told the trains cannot stop and if someone were killed it would be their fault 
for trespassing.  Students will still be at risk simply by walking across a sidewalk crossing and 
there they will not be trespassing. 
 
“I was extremely disappointed to find that the SWLRT-DEIS was also a sham. Instead of a new 
study, the same faulty results were once again used to disprove our need for mitigation or co-
location.  Even though studies have clearly shown the MN&S is not suitable for the reroute and 
that co-location is a cheaper and more viable alternative, the powers that be inexplicably insist 
on going through on the MN&S in St Louis Park. 
    
“We do not want this hideous reroute through the middle of our city for which we have worked 
so hard to gain model city status as a top 100 city in the country to live. We are very 
disappointed by this process, which took so much of our time and energy, and we will continue 
to fight this egregious ‘mistake’.”   
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Joe LaPray (Sorenson Neighborhood) and Jami LaPray (Safety in the Park):  “Almost 
fifteen years ago we got involved in the effort to stop the proposed freight rail re-route.  We 
started small, writing letters to our elected officials and commenting during the scoping of the 
SWLRT.  Each time we commented we were ignored or told the relocation of freight will make 
someone else’s life easier.  We vowed to continue to work toward a resolution that would not 
cost us our safety and home. 
 
“When the PMT was formed we both volunteered to take part.  The idea that we might finally be 
heard was wonderful.  We were told the PMT members would have input on the design of the 
proposed re-route .  We believed that even if we did not get everything we wanted, at least our 
ideas would be part of the design and life would be better for all of St. Louis Park.  From the 
beginning this was not the case.  Questions we asked either went unanswered or if answered 
after weeks of waiting the answers were cursory.  We were told during the August 26, 2010 
PMT meeting where in the process mitigation would be discussed and considered.   In good 
faith we worked hard to reach out to our neighbors and compile a list that was not frivolous (we 
wanted things like bushes and sound barriers) we submitted that  list to Kimley-Horn the 
engineering firm writing the EAW.  When the EAW was finally published the list we worked hard 
to compile was not even a footnote in the EAW document.   
 
“Other information gleaned during the PMT process that is pertinent to our concern was also left 
out of the EAW document and subsequently left out of the SWLRT-DEIS.  For Example:   during 
one of the meetings, Joseph asked, Bob Suko General Manager of the TC&W Railroad a 
question about the ability of a loaded unit train to stop should an obstacle be in an intersection 
near the Dakota and Library Lane intersections.  The answer was “no”  they could not stop.   
 
“In the end it can only be concluded that the PMT process was designed to fulfill the duty of 
government agency to hold public meetings.  Nothing else came from the process.” 
 
Thom Miller (Safety in the Park):  “The entire PMT process was clearly not designed for public 
input, but rather for the county ‘check the box’ that they had held public meetings.  Each 
meeting included a rather heated exchange between the facilitators and members on the re-
route issue because the facilitators tried to shut down any such discussion.” 
 
The DEIS fails to mention the 2011 April 17 and 28 freight re-route listening sessions that were 
held by the city of St. Louis Park.  Hundreds of St. Louis Park residents voiced their opposition 
to the freight reroute. Those comments should be included as part of the DEIS.  These 
comments are especially valuable considering the freight issue discussion was excluded from 
the DEIS scoping process.   Video of the listening sessions can be found at 
http://vimeo.com/23005381 and http://vimeo.com/23047057. 
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12.2.1 
SATETEA-LU Section 6002 states: 
“'(1) PARTICIPATION- As early as practicable during the environmental review process, the 
lead agency shall provide an opportunity for involvement by participating agencies and the 
public in defining the purpose and need for a project. 
 
'(4) ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS- 
'(A) PARTICIPATION- As early as practicable during the environmental review process, the lead 
agency shall provide an opportunity for involvement by participating agencies and the public in 
determining the range of alternatives to be considered for a project. 
'(B) RANGE OF ALTERNATIVES- Following participation under paragraph (1), the lead agency 
shall determine the range of alternatives for consideration in any document which the lead 
agency is responsible for preparing for the project. 
'(C) METHODOLOGIES- The lead agency also shall determine, in collaboration with 
participating agencies at appropriate times during the study process, the methodologies to be 
used and the level of detail required in the analysis of each alternative for a project. 
'(D) PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE- At the discretion of the lead agency, the preferred alternative 
for a project, after being identified, may be developed to a higher level of detail than other 
alternatives in order to facilitate the development of mitigation measures or concurrent 
compliance with other applicable laws if the lead agency determines that the development of 
such higher level of detail will not prevent the lead agency from making an impartial decision as 
to whether to accept another alternative which is being considered in the environmental review 
process.” 
 
Hennepin County purposely kept the freight issue out of the SW LRT scope despite multiple 
requests from the City of St. Louis Park, the City of St. Louis Park School Board and the public.  
They clearly were not following the SAFETEA-LU directive to involve the public and participating 
agencies as early as possible.  In fact, they did quite the opposite.  The reroute  was purposely 
excluded from the SW LRT scope so that Hennepin County could keep its agenda to remove 
the freight from the Kenilworth Corridor. The preferred alternative was developed to a much 
higher level of detail than LRT 3A-1 (co-location).  Hennepin County has made every effort to 
keep co-location off the table.  By the time the FTA forced Hennepin County to include co-
location in the scope of the DEIS, so much progress has been made on the SW LRT project that 
it is impossible for the Met Council to make an impartial decision on the reroute verses co-
location.  The Met Council is not seriously considering co-location because a vote on the LPA 
has already occurred.  The LPA selection process must be reopened with the freight issue 
included in order for an impartial decision to be made.    
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12.2.2 
The Section 106 review process is an integral component of the National Historic Preservation 
Act (NHPA) of 1966.  Section 106 of the NHPA requires each federal agency to identify and 
assess the effects their actions will have on historic resources. The process requires each 
federal agency to consider public views and concerns about historic preservation issues when 
making final project decisions. The ultimate goal of Section 106 is to seek agreement among 
these participants regarding preservation matters arising during the review process.  At the time 
that the Section 106 notification letters were sent out, the potential reroute of freight was not 
considered part of the SW LRT project.  The Section 106 review process should be done with 
the potential reroute of freight included.   
 
12.3.1 
From the initiation of the Draft EIS process in the spring of 2008, Southwest Transitway 
project staff have been collecting public comments and filing a public comment 
database specifically designed for the project. Currently, this database contains 
more than 1,000 comments provided by approximately 250 commenter. The 
database excludes any comments regarding the freight issue because the freight issue was not 
part of the SW LRT scope prior to Sept, 2011.  The LPA selection process must be redone with 
the freight issue included so that public input and an unbiased decision about the LPA can be 
obtained.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



88 

12.3.2 
In this section the FTA and the Metropolitan Council state that they will continue to meet with 
interested parties and stakeholders throughout the NEPA process.  This section describes  
Metropolitan Council developed Communications and Public Involvement Plan (CPIP) which 
recognizes the need to communicate with the public.  The CPIP’s goals are: 
 

1. Develop, maintain and support broad public understanding and support of the 
project as an essential means to improve our transportation system and maintain 
regional competitiveness. 
 
2. Build mutual trust between the Metropolitan Council, its partners and the public 
by creating transparency through information sharing and regular, clear, userfriendly, 
and two-way communication about the project with community members, 
residents, businesses and interested groups in the corridor. 
 
3. Promote public input into the process by providing opportunities for early and 
continuing public participation and conversation between the Metropolitan Council 
and the public. 
 
4. Maintain on-going communication with project partners and ensure that key 
messages are consistent, clear and responsive to changing needs. 
 
5. Inform elected officials and funding partners of the project and status to ensure 
clear understanding of the project, timing and needs. 
 
6. Provide timely public information and engagement to ensure that the project 
stays on schedule and avoids inflationary costs due to delays. 

 
The Metropolitan Council has failed reaching any of these goals in regards to individuals 
concerned with the freight issue.  Because the freight issue was excluded  from the vast 
majority of the SW LRT scoping period, Safety in the Park has attempted to set up a conference 
call between the Met Council, the FTA and the Safety in the Park co-chairs.  Safety in the Park 
believes that this conference call would not make up for the exclusion of the freight issue for the 
majority of the SW LRT scoping period but would be a small step towards  helping the FTA and 
Met Council understand the public's concerns regarding the potential reroute.  Safety in the 
Park is optimistic that a conference call can be set up in the near future. 
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APPENDIX H, PART 1: 
 
MN&S Rail Study, March 13 (pages 64-189) 
 
In September 2011, the FTA requested that the SWLRT DEIS include an analysis of the 
impacts of re-routing the TC&W freight traffic. The FTA also requested an analysis of the co-
location of the freight rail with the LPA or 3A such that a full analysis of alternatives would be 
completed according the NEPA regulations.   
 
The MN&S Report is the information and data that was used in the analysis of the 
environmental impacts for the FRR sections.  
 
It is important to note that the information contained within the report is the same data that was 
presented as the MN&S Freight Study Environmental Assessment Worksheet completed by the 
Minnesota Department of Transportation, dated May 12, 2011, with collaboration from the 
Hennepin County Regional Rail Authority. During the 30 day comment period, Safety in the 
Park!, the City of St Louis Park, local agencies, Canadian Pacific and TC&W Rail companies, 
and many residents and neighborhood associations commented on the impacts discussed, 
including a request for further study.  
 
The Minnesota Department of Transportation released a Finding of Facts and Conclusions on 
June 30, 2011 which listed the projects as a Finding of No Significant Impacts and that the 
project did not warrant further study as an EIS. The City of St Louis Park and a group of 
impacted residents and businesses appealed this decision to the Minnesota Court of Appeals, 
following the guidelines established within the State of Minnesota.  
 
The City Of St Louis Park appealed on the basis of: 1) that the MN&S freight rail project and 
SWLRT was a connected action; 2) failure to treat the freight rail project as a connected action 
eliminated the option of including a environmental analysis of co-locating the freight rail and light 
rail in the Kenilworth Corridor and 3) the MN&S freight rail project as a stand alone project has 
the potential for significant impacts, requiring an Environmental Impact Statement.  
 
The impacted residents and businesses appealed on the basis that: 1) the EAW violated 
Minnesota Environmental Protection Act (MEPA) because it fails to consider the SWLRT as a 
connected and phased action; 2) MN&S Freight Rail Study analysis of Noise and Vibration, and 
mitigation, is inadequate and 3) the analysis of the project’s impacts to safety was inadequate.  
 
After the September 2011 FTA letter and during the appeal process, representatives from 
Hennepin County requested that the appeals would be dropped. (LaPray Response to the 
motion to dismiss Jan 10, 2012) 
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Within two weeks of the scheduled appeal court date, the Office of the Hennepin County 
Attorney issued a statement dated December 19, 2011 from the Hennepin County Regional Rail 
Authority that the MN&S Freight Rail Project no longer warranted a separate environmental 
analysis as a stand alone project. On December 20, the Minnesota Department of 
Transportation issued a statement proclaiming that MnDot ‘vacates’ the EAW for the Proposed 
Freight project. The action of ‘vacating’ the document was an unprecedented end to an 
Environmental Assessment Worksheet in Minnesota but it forced the appeal to be dropped 
because there was no environmental document to appeal. This is a violation of the trust of 
constituents that governing bodies will act in good faith and without a predetermined objective - 
an important right within government projects.  
 
It is with this history that the MN&S Report included as supporting documentation for the freight 
rail reroute must be considered. The MN&S report is the same hard field data that was 
presented as the MN&S Freight Rail Project EAW. The MN&S report does not include anything 
significantly different even though the EAW project was in the steps for an appeal, requesting 
more study of the impacts. It has the same inaccuracies and NEPA, MEPA violations. The 
SWLRT DEIS usage of this as supporting evidence therefore can only include the same 
inaccuracies and environmental act violations, partly due to the fact that the request for 
additional study was ignored by Hennepin County. A significant part of the EAW appeal was the 
request that the project was studied to the level of an Environmental Impact Statement. This 
only highlights that the MN&S Report and the included field studies are not to the level of study 
of an EIS. Yet, this is the information simply inserted into the SWLRT DEIS as an equal study 
and evaluation. 
 
In addition, the MN&S Report is dated as March 13, 2012 but it is not clear who the report was 
released to. The staff at the City of St Louis Park were not consulted which highlights that the 
report did not have full disclosure with impacted stakeholders.  
 
Whenever possible- comments from the EAW or the appeals have been used in this response.  
 
Source for the MN&S Freight Rail Study: 
http://mnsrailstudy.org/yahoo_site_admin/assets/docs/FINAL_MNS_Freight_Rail_Study_EAW_
05-12-2011.131184329.pdf  
 
Source for the MnDot Finding of Facts and Conclusions 
http://mnsrailstudy.org/yahoo_site_admin/assets/docs/MNS_Findings_of_Fact_June302011.187
180927.pdf 
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OTHER SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS 

 
 

a. Rail Road comments to the MN&S Freight Rail EAW 
http://mnsrailstudy.org/yahoo_site_admin/assets/docs/Railroad_Comments.18891450.pdf 
b. City of St Louis Park appeal  
c. MN&S Freight Rail Study EAW Brief of Relators Appeal, Jami Ann LaPray, et al 
d. Office of Hennepin County letter, dated Dec. 19, 2011 
e.  MnDot Resolution, dated Dec. 20, 2011 
f. LaPray Response to the motion to dismiss Jan 10, 2012 
g. April 18, 2011 SEH DRAFT Technical Memo #4 - Comparison of the MN&S Route & The 
Kenilworth Route.  
Key findings from SEH DRAFT Technical Memo # 4 
http://www.stlouispark.org/webfiles/file/community-dev/techmemo_4.pdf 
 

 
 

 
 

  
  
  
  
 



From: Colleen Dreher <coledreher@comcast.net>
Date: December 30, 2012 11:40:37 AM CST
To: Colleen Dreher <coledreher@comcast.net
Subject: DEIS COMMENTS

Comment #468









Colleen Dreher 
<coledreher@comcast.net> 

12/30/2012 01:03 PM

To swcorridor@co.hennepin.mn.us

cc

bcc

Subject SOUTHWEST TRANSITWAY  DEIS COMMENT

To: Hennepin County 
       Housing, Community Works and Transit
       ATTN:  Southwest Transitway
From: THE LAKES CITIHOMES
The Lakes Citihomes consists of 83 townhouses.  Many homeowners have 
resided here since they were constructed in 1984.
We will be substantially affected by both the LRT and the West Lake Station 
because of our extreme close proximity; both rails and station will be no 
more than a few hundred feet from our homes.
We have many valid concerns about preserving a quality of life here at the 
The Lakes.  We have chosen to comment on what we feel are the most 
important issues described in the DEIS.
1) Preserving Pedestrian Access in the Neighborhood
2) Visual Quality and Aesthetics / Buffers & Barriers
3) Support of Freight Rail Re-Route
4) Neighborhood Opposition to Park & Ride
Thank you for your consideration,
                                  THE LAKES CITIHOMES ASSOCIATION
                                   3029 Lake Shore Drive
                                   Minneapolis, MN 55416 
 1)
3.2.2.6 Neighborhoods and Community Cohesion
COMMENT:  The infrequency of the current freight trains allow tracks to be 
easily crossed allowing residences north and west of the tracks to access 
parks, trails and retail businesses.  The natural crossings and paths encourage 
pedestrian traffic in the area.  Proposed LRT will run frequently and clearly 
alters the linkages within and among the neighborhoods.  The Lakes 
Citihomes'  high - density residential housing will be adjacent to the West 
Lake Station as well as the proposed line.  The casual walking connections 
need to be preserved for pedestrian connections to retail, activity centers, 
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parks and open spaces.  There is also great opportunity to add more natural 
crossings encouraging local rail riders to walk and bike to the West Lake 
Station, therefore reducing automobile traffic.
See attached photos:
2)
 3.6 Visual Quality and Aesthetics
COMMENT:  The Lakes Citihomes will be heavily affected visually by the 
LRT and the West Lake Station.  Station noise is also an obvious concern for 
homeowners.   Deciduous vegetation, between our homes and the proposed 
rail line / West Lake Station, is marginal in the summer months and provides 
no visual barrier in the winter months.  Much will likely be removed in 
construction.  Excellent landscape design, including evergreens, land berms, 
shrubs etc. are crucial for preserving privacy both indoors and outdoors for 
homeowners.  We urge engineers to employ high standards of design to 
preserve quality of life here at The Lakes Citihomes.   As stakeholders, we 
ask that our opinions be considered during the planning process.
See attached photos:
3)
Support of Freight Rail Re-Route
COMMENT:  The Lakes Cithomes Association supports the freight rail 
re-route as the only practical option.  It is unworkable for freight rail and light 
rail to share the Kenilworth corridor.
4)
6.2.2.4 Transit Station Access
Neighborhood Opposition to Park & Ride
COMMENT:   While we understand the necessity for Park & Rides along the 
suburban stretches of the Southwest LRT corridor, we are baffled by the 
suggestion of placing one near the proposed West Lake Street Station in a 
destination neighborhood. The intersections in the vicinity of West Lake 
Street and Excelsior Boulevard are already oversaturated with automobile 
congestion. Encouraging even more car traffic into this extraordinarily dense 
neighborhood by building additional parking would only exacerbate the 
problem. It would also further worsen the air quality near one of Minneapolis' 
most scenic locations. And the increased traffic congestion would deter far 



more people from using the local businesses than if the station were to be 
accessed only by pedestrians and bicyclists. 
Furthermore, a Park & Ride would negatively alter the cultural identity of the 
neighborhood. The many parks and trails, �green� businesses, and the 
forthcoming light rail transit itself all help mold West Calhoun into an 
ecologically progressive neighborhood. To build a Park & Ride here, which, 
it should be noted, the City of Minneapolis has a policy prohibiting within the 
city limits, would be a giant cultural step backwards. A Park & Ride built in a 
destination neighborhood such as this would largely be used by people 
wishing to visit the second most popular attraction in the entire state of 
Minnesota, Lake Calhoun, defeating the purpose of using the light rail to get 
here instead. 
For the above reasons, a Park & Ride at the proposed West Lake Street 
station would be counterproductive to the sustainability of the neighborhood, 
the health of its residents, and the very vision of the Southwest Transitway 
project.

Lakes Citihomes Proximity To Rails And Proposed West Lake Station







"Pelner, Dave C" 
<dave_pelner@uhg.com> 

12/30/2012 06:38 PM

To <swcorridor@co.hennepin.mn.us>

cc

bcc

Subject Comments regarding Southwest Transitway Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Southwest Transitway

Please find attached UnitedHealth Group comments to Southwest Transitway Draft Environmental
Impact Statement.

Regards

Dave Pelner
Sr. Director, Workplace Development
Real Estate Services | UnitedHealth Group
952.936.1659

This e-mail, including attachments, may include confidential and/or
proprietary information, and may be used only by the person or entity
to which it is addressed. If the reader of this e-mail is not the intended
recipient or his or her authorized agent, the reader is hereby notified
that any dissemination, distribution or copying of this e-mail is
prohibited. If you have received this e-mail in error, please notify the
sender by replying to this message and delete this e-mail immediately.
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9900 Bren Road East, MN008-E305, Minnetonka, MN 55343 

December 30, 2012 

Hennepin County
Housing, Community Works & Transit  
701 Fourth Avenue South, Suite 400 
Minneapolis, MN 55414 
swcorridor@co.hennepin.mn.us  

RE: Comments of UnitedHealth Group to Southwest Transitway Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement ("DEIS") 

These comments to the DEIS are submitted on behalf of UnitedHealth Group ("United") as owner of an 
approximately 68 acre parcel adjacent to the proposed City West station. This parcel is currently being 
developed by United in a phased development (the "Shady Oak Project") in accordance with a Development 
Agreement with the City of Eden Prairie, dated March 6, 2012. 

These comments are specific to the Locally Preferred Alternative (LRT 3A) and to the conceptual 
engineering drawings for (1) the proposed TH 62 overpass bridge and (2) the grade & elevation of the track 
and City West station adjacent to the Shady Oak Project (as shown in DEIS Appendix F — part 1, page 38, 
sheet 11 of 15, which is attached (the "Concept Plan")). 

United is concerned that if the Southwest LRT line is built consistent with the Concept Plan, it will have 
negative cumulative effects on the Shady Oak Project and the City West station. The following list itemizes our 
general concerns regarding the current delineated configuration: 

 The track from the TH 62 overpass bridge to and through the City West station to the US 212 
overpass bridge will be raised above the natural elevation of the Shady Oak Project 22 to 33 feet 
above the ground level.

 We calculate that at a minimum the track height at the City West station will be approximately 22 
feet above the adjacent elevation and the probable station and potential adjoining structures will be 
approximately 52 feet above the adjacent elevation.  

 It appears the means for supporting the elevated track is to raise grade up to meet the track line 
elevation presumably with either embankments or with retaining walls.  The height of which would 
range from 22 to 33 feet. 

 The length of the elevated portion of the LRT line which will be supported on either the berms or the 
retaining wall system is roughly 1,200 feet long. 

These listed observations of the delineated configuration will result in numerous negative impacts on the 
Shady Oak Project.  

 The station will become physically separated from the Shady Oak Project because of the 22 to 33 
foot height elevation differential. United intends to integrate the City West station into its Shady Oak 
Project, but the raised track and station will make this a practical impossibility.  



 The track will be raised along the approximately 1,200 lineal feet of the easterly boundary of the 
Shady Oak Project and TH 62. This will significantly impact the visual �uality and aesthetics of the 
Shady Oak Project. 

 The configuration of the adjoining structures that are likely to parallel the City West station area 
track alignment will by functional adjacency be re�uired to also be upwards of 50 feet elevated 
above grade thereby creating further separation of the City West station from the Shady Oak 
Project.

 The footprint zone articulated on the preliminary City West station diagram indicates that the impact 
of the transit stop and its potential adjoining structures will significantly overlap with the 
approved�negotiated zone of the Third Phase of the Shady Oak Project. 

In order to mitigate the above listed impacts, the track should be lowered to approximately the natural 
elevation adjacent to the Shady Oak Project and the City West station. A couple ways to accomplish would be 
to either tunnel the LRT under TH62 by going lower a few blocks north of TH62 or bridging TH62 over the LRT 
in an open�air configuration thereby reducing the depth that the LRT track elevation would need to be lowered. 
The advantages to the Shady Oak Project of this are: 

 �isual connectivity from TH62 to the Shady Oak Project will be improved. 

 The day�to�day connections for the employee base at the Shady Oak Project will be improved as 
visual and pedestrian access to the City West platform is improved. 

 Neighborhood access to the City West station across the United property from the south is 
improved as the platform elevation is lowered closer to natural grade. 

 The removal of 22 to 33 foot high easterly barrier wall for the Shady Oak Road development will 
improve the views from the work environment on the lower three to four levels of the workplace 
environment being created in the latter phases of the development. 

Thank you for taking these topics into consideration in the continued planning and development of the 
City West station in the Southwest Corridor. 

Sincerely yours, 

Dave Pelner 
Senior Director, Enterprise Real Estate Services 
UnitedHealth Group 



Gary Orcutt 
<Gary.Orcutt@fwbt.com> 

12/31/2012 10:14 AM

To "swcorridor@co.hennepin.mn.us" 
<swcorridor@co.hennepin.mn.us>

cc

bcc

Subject We would like to point out a few possible issues with the light 
rail locations in Eden Prairie!

Hello,

I am a Vice President with First Western Bank & Trust at 100 Prairie Center Drive in Eden 
Prairie, at the intersection of Fly Cloud Drive and Valley View Road.  The Southwest Corridor 
light rail line is to pass right in front of and next to our bank building before crossing Valley View 
Road.  We have several issues which include the following;

1.     If the crossing is an at grade crossing it will block traffic on a very busy intersection 
during both rush hours.  It is hard to get through this intersection currently closing it for 
trains every few minutes will increase traffic congestion.
2.     If there is a bridge built over Valley View Road it will block the view of our building 
from our customers and people looking to find our building.  Our building is our most 
visible point of advertising, and adding signage after the bridge is built it will be difficult to 
achieve a signage placement that is as highly visible.
3.     Either option will take out numerous trees and decrease the aesthetics of the area 
and of our bank building.
4.     The close nature of the building to the future tracks will probably cause some 
movement in the building when trains pass that close to the building every few minutes 
which could cause structural damage.

These are our most obvious issues currently there are probably several more issues that will  
probably arise as the plans and construction come together.

Sincerely,

Gary Orcutt
Vice President
First Western Bank & Trust
100 Prairie Center Drive
Eden Prairie, MN   55344

gary.orcutt@fwbt.com
Phone 952-516-7310
Fax 952-516-7301

http://www.fwbt.com  Eden Prairie location

http://www.bankfirstwestern.com     Minot ND locations

NOTICE:  The information contained in this electronic mail message is confidential and intended 
only for certain recipients.  If you are not an intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any 
disclosure, reproduction, distribution or other use of this communication and any attachments is 
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strictly prohibited.  If you have received this communication in error, please notify the sender by 
reply transmission and delete the message without copying or disclosing it.  

This e-mail message, including attachments, is for the sole use 
of the intended recipient(s) and may contain confidential or 
proprietary information. If you are not the intended recipient, 
immediately contact the sender by reply e-mail and destroy all 
copies of the original message.



Jeanette Colby 
<jmcolby@earthlink.net> 

12/31/2012 11:01 AM
Please respond to

Jeanette Colby 
<jmcolby@earthlink.net>

To swcorridor@co.hennepin.mn.us

cc Lisa Goodman <Lisa.Goodman@ci.minneapolis.mn.us>, 
Frank Hornstein <rep.frank.hornstein@house.mn>, Scott 
Dibble <sen.scott.dibble@senate.mn>, Gail Dorfman 

bcc

Subject KIAA Response to Southwest LRT DEIS

Dear Friends,
Attached please find the Kenwood Isles Area Association (KIAA) response to the Southwest LRT Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (December 2012), with the following addenda:
1. KIAA's 2008 Resolution Supporting Light Rail in the Best Interests of the City of Minneapolis  
(September 2008);
2. KIAA, CIDNA, and West Calhoun's Joint Goals for SWLRT Design and Mitigation (February 2011);
3. KIAA Resolution Opposing Co-location of Both Freight and Llight Rail in the Kenilworth Corridor (June 
2012).
We look forward to working with you.
Best regards, 
Jeanette Colby
on behalf of the Kenwood Isles Area Association Board of Directors

Comment #495
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Kenwood Isles Area Association
Response to the Southwest Transitway 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement

December 31, 2012

Overview and Summary

Bordered by the Kenilworth Trail and Cedar Lake Park to the west and Lake of the Isles to the 
east, the Kenwood Isles Area Association (KIAA) represents 1,414 citizens in 589 housing units 
(2010).  Kenwood residents value the neighborhood’s historic homes, our proximity to 
downtown and Uptown, and especially Minneapolis’ unique park, lake, and trail system.  

More than a mile of the 15 miles proposed for the Southwest Transitway LRT 3A (LPA) line 
passes through Kenwood.  Two of the proposed stops would be part of our neighborhood, 21st

Street and Penn Avenue (shared with Bryn Mawr).

After the release of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) on October 12, 20012, 
KIAA developed a draft response.  To solicit input on this response, KIAA posted the draft on 
our website.  We then held board meetings on November 5th and December 3rd focused primarily 
on the DEIS response.  Both meetings were well attended by 25-35 individuals.  Our annual fall 
newsletter, mailed to every Kenwood household in mid-November, centered on the DEIS and 
requested input by e-mail for those who could not attend our meetings.  This newsletter was also 
sent to all e-mail addresses on our neighborhood list.  The KIAA response to the SWLRT DEIS 
reflects this comprehensive outreach.

The DEIS articulates a number of environmental impacts to our neighborhood, but overlooks 
several others.  If the SWLRT is to be built, we are pleased to see that the DEIS supports 
relocation of freight rail from the Kenilworth Corridor and affirm all the reasons given in the 
document.  Kenwood citizens are appalled by the prospect of the Kenilworth Corridor being the 
route of both the LRT and freight rail.

We support excellent, context-sensitive design and mitigation for all communities affected by 
this project. Without the highest design standards and excellent mitigation, the environmental 
impacts in Segment A of the 3A (LPA) alignment – especially those related to noise, visual 
effects, and safety – will greatly affect the livability of our neighborhood, as well as adversely 
impact unique urban assets that benefit visitors from around the region (the Kenilworth Trail and 
Cedar Lake Park).  Our concerns focus on the following:

1.  Preserving our unique cultural and natural heritage
We oppose land use changes beyond what is necessary for the LRT; existing park, trail and 
open green space should be preserved to the greatest extent possible.  (3.1.5.1, page 3-34)
There are important historic preservation issues related to the proposed SWLRT.  KIAA 
looks forward to contributing as a consulting party to the Section 106 Review process.
(3.4.5, Page 3-79)
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KIAA asserts that a bridge over Cedar Lake Parkway would have unacceptable visual and 
noise impacts.  We request a feasibility study of depressing, trenching, or tunneling the 
LRT. (3.6.3, page 3-115)
A bridge over Cedar Lake Parkway likely violates Shoreland Overlay District zoning 
requirements. (3.6.3, page 3-115)
Cedar Lake Park and the Kenilworth Trail provide important wildlife habitat and 
environmental learning opportunities for both children and adults.  KIAA urges design 
measures that would benefit biota and habitat.  (4.3.5, page 4-53) 
The area for the proposed SWLRT currently has very low ambient noise levels.  KIAA 
insists on the highest standards of design to mitigate noise impacts. (4.7.3.5, 4-92) 

�. Sa�eguarding the sa�ety and en�oyment o� �ar� and trail users
Cedar Lake Park and the Kenilworth bicycle and pedestrian trails are regional assets.  With 
well over 600,000 discrete annual visits, they are heavily used by local residents and people 
from throughout the metro area. (3.6.2.4, page 3-104) 
KIAA expects the City of Minneapolis’ Resolution 2010R-008 will be respected.  It asserts 
that the current environmental quality, natural conditions, wildlife, urban forest, and the 
walking and biking paths must be preserved and protected.
Substantial visual effects on trail users documented in the DEIS must be mitigated with 
well-designed landscape and hardscape elements, including land berms and evergreens. 
(3.6.3, page 3-115)
This DEIS does not consider impacts of light pollution on park and trail users.  (3.6.5.3,
page 3-123)
KIAA insists that the Minneapolis and MPRB Police be consulted on security issues 
related to the impact of a proposed station at 21st Street related to Cedar Beach East 
(�idden Beach).  An inadequately managed station would increase opportunities for illegal 
behavior.  (3.7.2, page 3-129)
KIAA requests that the Minneapolis �ire Department, MPRB Police, and emergency 
medical responders be consulted in development of safety and security plans, especially for 
Cedar Lake Park and Cedar Beach East (�idden Beach). (3.7.3.3, page 3-131)
The adequacy of existing hydrants and other emergency infrastructure needs examination.
(3.7.3.3, page 3-131) 
KIAA insists on the highest standards of design to mitigate noise impacts on trail users.  
The current experience of the trail is as a peaceful urban retreat. (4.7.3.5, page 4-92)
KIAA expects that if safety fencing is used, it be integrated into an overall landscape 
design that includes land berms, evergreens, deciduous trees and shrubs, and hardscape 
elements.  (6.3.2.4, page 6-58)
We expect high aesthetic standards for screening to reduce visual impacts of Traction 
Power Substations (2.3.3.6, page 2-50)

�. � aintaining the quality o� li�e o� residents
A station stop at 21st Street with 1,000 people daily boardings will greatly change the 
character of this neighborhood.   We insist on a study of traffic and other impacts of the 
station on the neighborhood.  (Table 2.3-4, page 2-32)
We expect consultation with the community on Traction Power Substation placement and 
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screening plans. (2.3.3.6, page 2-50)
Contrary to the DEIS assertion, there will be a significant impact on community cohesion
given the change from slow, infrequent freight trains to high speed LRT trains that will pass 
homes, parks, and trails every few minutes from 5:00 a.m. to 1:00 a.m. (3.2.2.6, page 3-58) 
Substantial visual effects on residences will occur, as well as adverse privacy impacts to 
indoor and outdoor living areas, and must be mitigated. (3.6.3, page 3-115)
Although the DEIS states otherwise, without explanation or verification, the proposed 
station area at 21st Street will have substantial visual impacts on nearby residences. This 
was pointed out during the DEIS scoping period.  (3.6.3, page 3-117)
This DEIS does not consider impacts of light pollution on homes near the station.  The 
effects of engine lights, station lighting, and any other lights must be taken into account and 
remediated. (3.6.5.3, page 3-123)
KIAA requests that the Minneapolis �ire Department, Police Department, and emergency 
medical responders be consulted in development of safety and security plans, especially for 
the 2000 block of Upton Avenue. (3.7.3.3, page 3-131)
We appreciate that this DEIS points out substantial noise impacts that the SWLRT will 
have on our neighborhood and residents.  Planners must not allow noise to destroy a quiet 
park and stable urban neighborhood.  KIAA insists on the highest standards of design to 
mitigate noise impacts. (4.7.3.5, page 4-92) 
During the scoping period, residents showed that new construction in the 2500 block of 
Upton Ave. S. along the Kenilworth Trail required extra deep footings because the ground 
propagates vibrations to the detriment of structures.  The DEIS did not address this issue.  
KIAA requests that detailed vibration assessments be done as early as possible to determine 
adequate mitigation measures. (4.8.6, page 4-118) 

�. �nsuring the tranquility and �unctionality o� �ro�osed station areas
In accordance with City of Minneapolis policy and to protect neighborhood livability, 
KIAA opposes a park-and-ride lot at 21st Street.  (Table 2.3-4, page 2-32)
To improve safety of park and trail users, we request consideration of a split platform at the 
21st Street station as proposed by the Cedar Lake Park Association design charette of 
November 2010.  (Table 2.3-4, page 2-32)
This DEIS points to severe noise impacts from a station at 21st Street.  KIAA insists on the 
highest standards of design to mitigate noise impacts. (4.7.3.5 Assessment Page 4-92) 
MPRB Police absolutely must be consulted on security issues related to a proposed station 
at 21st Street.  An inadequately managed station would increase opportunities for illegal 
behavior, which has been a long-standing problem at Cedar Beach East (�idden Beach).  
(3.7.2, page 3-129)
�roundwater and drinking water must be protected.  KIAA requests information about how 
this will be done. (4.1, pages 4-19, 4-21)  
There is a great deal of landfill around Cedar Lake.  KIAA needs assurance that 
contaminated soils will be dealt with appropriately during construction. (4.9.5, page 4-129)
KIAA does not support changes in land use (development) near the 21st Street station. We 
expect parkland, trails, and green space to be protected for future generations.  (5.2.5.1,
page 5-21)
A station area at Penn Avenue will have a significant impact on Kenwood residents. KIAA 
expects to be consulted on station area design and mitigation of impacts. 
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KIAA strongly urges all actors involved with the SWLRT to establish the highest standards of 
design and mitigation for this project.  Design measures that may be considered �betterments� by 
agencies outside of our community are justified by the disproportionate adverse environmental 
impact to residential and green spaces compared to the more commercial or industrial areas 
along the line.  Such measures are required to ensure that the proposed SWLRT will not 
substantially harm, and may even enhance, our community.
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�etailed �omments� �ha�ters � ��

Chapter 2:  Alternatives Considered

2.3 Draft EIS Alternatives
2.3.3 Build Alternatives
Table 2.3-4, page 2-32, Stations
This table shows a station at 21st Street: At-grade, with center platforms, and a surface parking 
lot with room for 100 cars.

�omment: Minneapolis officials have informed the Kenwood Isles Area Association that a 
park-and-ride facility at the proposed 21st Street station would be contrary to the City’s policy.  
We support this policy and oppose a parking lot at 21st Street.  A parking lot would not be 
consistent with the quiet residential character of the neighborhood and would require destruction 
of wooded land or open green space adjacent to the Kenilworth Trail and Cedar Lake Park.

�omment:  To improve safety of park and trail users, and possibly to reduce noise impacts, we 
request consideration of a split platform at the 21st Street station as proposed by the Cedar Lake 
Park Association design charette of November 2010.  (Table 2.3-4, page 2-32)

�omment:  We expect a complete analysis of the traffic impacts of this proposed station on 
our neighborhood.  A previous study projected 1,000 riders per day boarding at 21st Street.  
�iven the low-density housing, the geography (much of the half-mile radius around the proposed 
station is either parkland or lake), and street lay-out of Kenwood, we conclude that either the 
figure of 1,000 riders per day is wrong, or our neighborhood will see tremendous change in 
traffic load.  Such changes should be understood, planned, and managed. (Southwest LRT 
Technical Memo No. 6, Ridership �orecasting Methodology and Results, Preliminary for 
Review Only, September 9, 2009.)

2.3.3.6 Traction Power Substations, page 2-50 
TPSSs would be included at approximately one-mile intervals along the Build Alternatives to 
supply electrical power to the traction networks and to the passenger stations. … The TPSS sites 
would be approximately 80 feet by 120 feet. The proposed general locations for TPSSs are shown 
in Appendix F. The proposed sites were located to minimize impacts to the surrounding 
properties; however, the site locations are subject to change during Preliminary Engineering and 
Final Design. TPSS sites are selected to meet a balance of safety, reliability, cost, and operational 
efficiency needs.  

�omment�KIAA notes that in Appendix �, at TPSS is proposed just south of the Burnham 
bridge on the west side of the trail.  This will impact trail users as well as adjacent residences.  If 
this site is retained, we insist that designers work with KIAA and adjacent residents to 
adequately landscape and screen this facility.
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Chapter 3:  Social Effects

The Kenwood Isles Area Association has a number of concerns regarding the Social Effects of 
the proposed SWLRT project.  Specifically, the train will travel through a quiet, park-like area 
used for bicycling and pedestrian trails, adjacent to Cedar Lake Park and Cedar Beach East 
(�idden Beach).  These community assets were created more than 20 years ago through citizen 
initiative, and have been developed and maintained by volunteers and public entities since then.  
�urther, the line will pass by quiet, stable residential areas that have seen significant private 
investment in the maintenance or improvement of the housing stock in recent years.  We 
especially point to effects on land use, community cohesion, visual and aesthetic effects, and 
safety and security.

3.1 Land Use and Socioeconomics
3.1.5.1 Effects to Land Use and Socioeconomics, page 3-34
�n � inneapolis, land use changes are anticipated along each of the planning segments. 
�esidential land uses surrounding the Segment A alignment are mainly low- to medium-density, 
single-family detached housing near �edar �ake and �ake of the �sles. �…� �mplementation of 
��T service and stations along the Segment A alignment would likely result in some land use 
changes surrounding the stations, particularly north of the lakes where tracts of undeveloped 
land are being considered for development.

�omment:  While we support consideration of redevelopment within the Basset Creek �alley 
area, the Kenwood community has expressed the priority that existing park, trail and open green 
space in the Kenilworth Corridor between Lake Street and I-394 absolutely must be preserved to 
the greatest extent possible.  The existing land use represents an important neighborhood, city, 
and regional asset. The City of Minneapolis’ Resolution 2010R-008 by Colvin Roy entitled 
�Supporting the Southwest Transitway Locally Preferred Alternative�reflects this priority:

�Be It �urther Resolved that the current environmental quality, natural conditions, 
wildlife, urban forest, and the walking and biking paths be preserved and protected 
during construction and operation of the proposed Southwest LRT line.

Be It �urther Resolved that any negative impacts to the parks and park-like surrounding 
areas resulting from the Southwest LRT line are minimized and that access to Cedar Lake 
Park, Cedar Lake Regional Trail, Kenilworth Trail and the Midtown �reenway is 
retained. �

KIAA expects that zoning in the area will remain R1 and R2 with the exception of the R4 and R5 
areas south of Cedar Lake Parkway, and Shoreland Overlay District restrictions will be 
respected.

3.2 Neighborhood, Community Services and Community Cohesion Impacts
3.2.2.1 Neighborhoods, p.3-49 – 3-52
Minneapolis 
Each Build Alternative would operate through several geographically defined neighborhoods in 
the �ity of � inneapolis.
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�omment: While the proposed LRT 3A (LPA) route would travel through the defined 
boundaries of nine Minneapolis neighborhoods, it will have the greatest impact on Kenwood, 
CIDNA, and West Calhoun due to the geography and existing land use of the area. The 
Kenilworth Trail and Cedar Lake Park – vital local and regional amenities – are both part of the 
Kenwood neighborhood, with the Kenilworth Trail continuing through CIDNA and West 
Calhoun.  (Please note that the DEIS description of Kenwood includes areas that are actually part 
of CIDNA.)

3.2.2.6 Neighborhoods and Community Cohesion, page 3-58 
Segment A [LRT1A and LRT 3A (LPA)] and Freight Rail Relocation 
�owever, the operation of ��T service along Segment A is not anticipated to adversely affect 
community cohesion because Segment A is currently bisected by a freight rail line and adding 
��T service does not alter the existing barrier. �…� The operation of ��T service along Segment A 
is not anticipated to adversely affect community cohesion.

�omment:  Kenwood residents find this statement absurd. The infrequency and slow speeds 
of the current freight trains means tracks are easily crossed, as evidenced by the many informal 
pathways across the tracks that provide access from residences to parks, trails, and retail stores.
LRT, on the other hand, would run every 7.5 minutes in each direction at high speeds. This 
change clearly alters the existing linkages within and among neighborhoods.  Also, the 
Kenilworth trail now functions as a community connector where neighbors meet in a recreational 
context.  So while KIAA agrees that new transit services and linkages would become available to 
neighborhood residents, we completely disagree that there would be no adverse impact on 
community cohesion.

3.3  Acquisitions and Displacements/Relocations
3.3.3.3 Build Alternatives, Page 3-70
��T �A would re�uire almost twice the number of parcels ��T 1A.  ��T �A-1 �co-location 
alternative� would re�uire almost three times the number of parcels as ��T 1A.

�omment:  KIAA requests that the 79 individual commercial and 11 residential properties 
proposed for acquisition be identified.  As stated in our Resolution Opposing Co-Location (see 
attached) KIAA opposes the taking of Cedar Shores Townhomes and other Minneapolis 
residences for the co-location alternative.  

3.4  Cultural Resources
3.4.5 Cultural Resources - Long-Term Effects, Page 3-79
Architectural properties in Segment A which are listed in or eligible for the �ational �egister 
include seven individual properties and five historic districts. The segment also includes three 
individual architectural properties and one historic district which are under evaluation for 
eligibility.
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�omment:  The Kenwood Isles Area Association looks forward to contributing as a consulting 
party to the Section 106 Review process.  We urge SWLRT designers and engineers to adopt the
highest design standards to protect our local, regional, and national cultural assets including, but 
not limited to, Cedar Lake Parkway and the �istoric �rand Rounds.

3.6 Visual Quality and Aesthetics
3.6.2  Existing conditions
3.6.2.4 Segment A [LRT 1A, LRT 3A (LPA), and LRT 3A-1 (co-location)], page 3-104 
Segment A is located on existing rail ���  owned by ����A that is currently used as a 
pedestrian and bike trail and parallels existing freight lines �Photo �.�-��. The corridor travels 
through the �edar-�sles-Dean and �enwood neighborhoods, the � innesota �hain of �akes 
�egional Park, and travels between a pair of lakes ��edar �ake and �ake of the �sles� in 
� inneapolis. �and uses adjacent to the segment between � est �ake Street and �-��� include 
transportation uses for freight, parkland, and single- and multi-family residential land uses. 

�omment:  In addition to the land uses listed above, please note the heavy use of bicycle and 
pedestrian trails along the Kenilworth Corridor. Bicycle commuting constitutes a significant 
portion of this use.  According to information provided to the Minneapolis’ Park and Recreation 
Board’s Community Advisory Committee, the Kenilworth Trail received 617,000 visits in 2009 
and use has only grown since then.  The Regional Park �isitor Survey 2008 indicates that 63� 
of these visits were non-local, meaning that more than six out of ten users came from outside of 
Minneapolis.

3.6.3 Long-Term Effects, page 3-108 
Segment A [LRT 1A and LRT 3A (LPA)], page 3-115 
�isual impacts on sensitive receptors located at single-family and multi-family parcels throughout 
the corridor would generally not be substantial because of mature vegetation buffers and the 
presence of an existing freight rail corridor. �isual impacts may be substantial where the 
alignment is not screened by vegetation. �isual intrusion and privacy impacts of the project 
elements on the sensitive receptors may be substantial where views from the alignment into 
previously private spaces are created. �isual intrusion and privacy impacts on the outdoor living 
areas of residential properties could be substantial where vegetation or landscape buffers do 
not exist. 

�omment: Much of the existing mature vegetation is not intentional landscaping.  It is 
adequate to screen views from very infrequent freight trains that rarely run after dark, but is 
entirely insufficient for passenger trains (LRT) that run every few minutes from early morning 
into the late night – from 5:00 a.m. to 1:00 a.m.  With the introduction of LRT, KIAA asserts that 
there will be substantial visual effects on trail users and residences not screened by well-designed 
landscape and hardscape elements, including land berms and evergreens.  We agree that adverse 
privacy impacts to indoor and outdoor living areas of residential properties will also be 
significant without excellent landscape design. We urge project engineers to employ the highest 
standards of creativity and design as they attempt to preserve the quality of this vital urban green 
space and its surrounding neighborhoods.
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Page 115, cont. (Cedar Lake Parkway) The proposed alignment is on a bridge over �edar 
�ake Parkway. �isual impacts on sensitive receptors adjacent to the corridor in the multi-family 
residential parcel and �edar �ake Parkway could be substantial. �isual intrusion and privacy 
impacts of the project elements on the residents in units with windows facing the alignment 
where it is bridged structure could be substantial.

�omment:  KIAA asserts that a bridge over Cedar Lake Parkway would clearly have 
substantial adverse visual impacts on residences from Lake Street to the Kenilworth Channel.  It 
would also have substantial adverse impacts on users of the �istoric �rand Rounds (drivers, 
bicyclers, pedestrians), as well as Cedar Lake Park and beach users, a fact not mentioned in the 
present study.  Such a bridge is also likely to violate the Shoreland Overlay District zoning 
requirements, which state:

�Except for structures subject to a more restrictive maximum height limitation in the 
primary zoning district, the maximum height of all structures within the S� Overlay 
District, except for single and two-family dwellings, shall be two and one-half (2.5) 
stories or thirty-five (35) feet, whichever is less.�
Source:  Minneapolis, Minnesota, Code of Ordinances; Title 20 – Zoning code; Chapter 
551. – Overlay Districts; Article VI. – SH Shoreland Overlay District

We do not see any evidence in the present study that the feasibility of trenching, tunneling, or 
depressing the LRT below Cedar Lake Parkway has ever been examined.  We strongly request 
that a thoughtful and serious study of this possibility be undertaken, since a bridge would have 
such grave quality of life impacts on area residents and users, and an at-grade crossing may have 
significant adverse traffic and safety impacts.  KIAA will look forward to participating as a 
consulting party during Section 106 consultation in this regard.

Page 3-117
Four at-grade center-track platforms are proposed for each station in the segment. �o sensitive 
receptors, with the exception of the aforementioned trail users, are located adjacent to the 
station sites; therefore no additional visual impacts are anticipated.

�omment:  KIAA agrees that there will be substantial adverse impacts on trail users, 
recreational users, and residential areas along the trail. We wonder, though, if the DEIS authors 
visited the site of the proposed 21st Street station�  If they had, they would have seen the various
homes (sensitive receptors) within close proximity to the proposed station location that would be 
adversely affected. Clearly, the station area will create additional visual impacts for these 
Kenwood residents.  

3.6.5.3 Mitigation, Build Alternatives, page 3-123
The need for additional landscaping to mitigate potential visual intrusion�privacy impacts 
following clearing and grubbing activities during construction will be addressed in the Final E�S. 
Station design and aesthetics will be addressed during Preliminary Engineering and Final Design. 
� itigation treatments for visual impacts would be developed during the Final Design process 
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through discussion with affected communities, resource agencies, and stakeholders. � easures 
would be taken to ensure the design and construction of the Build Alternative considers the 
context of the corridor and that sensitive receptors receive ade�uate mitigation. Possible 
mitigation measures could include�
��andscaping vegetation such as shrubs and bushes to supplement existing vegetation buffers  
�Evergreen vegetation screening to supplement deciduous vegetation buffers in leaf-off
conditions 
�Fencing 
�Tunneling  

�omment:  Appreciating the present study’s approach that mitigation treatments would be 
developed through discussion with affected communities, KIAA requests definition of �measures 
�that� would be taken to ensure the design and construction of the Build Alternative consider the 
context of the corridor and that sensitive receptors receive adequate mitigation.�  

�omment: While we welcome and are grateful for this list of possible mitigation measures,
KIAA finds it woefully inadequate.  Please see attached �oint �oals for SWLRT Design and 
Mitigation, a resolution passed by the Kenwood, CIDNA, and West Calhoun Neighborhoods in 
�ebruary 2011.

�omment:  Based on the present study, we assume that consideration of placement and 
screening�mitigation of Traction Power Substations would also be done in cooperation with 
affected communities and stakeholders.

�omment�The DEIS does not consider impacts of light pollution – from station lighting and 
headlights and other vehicle lighting – which will impact trail users and residents.  KIAA expects 
that these impacts will be analyzed and mitigated.

3.7 Safety and Security 
3.7.2 Existing Conditions, page 3-129 
Public safety and security within the study area is provided by the police departments, fire 
departments, and emergency response units of the cities of Eden Prairie, � innetonka, �opkins, 
St. �ouis Park, and � inneapolis. Emergency medical services are located in each city.  

�omment:  Please note that the Minneapolis Park Police also provide service within the study 
area.  KIAA requests that the MPRB Police be consulted on security issues related to the impact 
of a proposed station at 21st Street on Cedar Beach East (�idden Beach) and their input be 
incorporated into final design plans.  In the summer 2012, �idden Beach generated more police 
actions than any other park in the MPRB system.  �or the last five years, KIAA has provided 
supplementary funding to the Park Police to allow for increased patrols in this area. The 
neighborhood has expressed grave concern that an inadequately managed station would increase 
opportunities for illegal behavior. 

Page 3-129, cont. Primary safety concerns associated with the freight rail relocation segment 
of the proposed project, as expressed by the community, are derailments, chemical spills, the 
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accessibility and safety of pedestrians �particularly near schools�, and vehicular and traffic
safety at grade crossings.

�omment:  Please note that residents near the Kenilworth Corridor have no less concern about 
such issues as derailments, chemical spills, pedestrian and cyclist safety, and traffic safety.

3.7.3.3 Safety – Long Term Effects - Build Alternatives, page 3-131 
The project would be designed in a manner that would not compromise the access to buildings, 
neighborhoods, or roadways, and would not compromise access to the transitway in the event 
of an emergency.

�omment:  Please note that operation of LRT 3A could hamper access by emergency service 
providers to Cedar Lake Park, Cedar Beach East (�idden Beach), and residences in the 2000 
block of Upton Avenue South. KIAA requests that the Minneapolis �ire Department, MPRB 
Police, and emergency medical responders be consulted and their input be incorporated into 
safety and security plans for our area. �urthermore, the adequacy of existing hydrants and other 
emergency infrastructure needs to be examined.
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Chapter 4:  Environmental Effects

4.1 Geology and Groundwater Resources
4.1.3.4 Existing Conditions, Groundwater Resources, page 4-11
Segment A (Figure 4.1-11): Concern exists [due to shallow groundwater] for the areas near Lake 
Calhoun, the channel between Cedar Lake and Lake of the Isles, and the low areas beginning 
near the 21st Street station and extending through the areas near the Penn and Van White 
stations to I-94.

4.1.4.2 Long-term Effects, Groundwater, page 4-21
The Build Alternatives may have long-term impacts on groundwater if a permanent water 
removal system (dewatering) is required. Permanent water removal is anticipated where the cut 
extends below the water table.  [There are] …possible needs on Segment A and at a second 
cut along Segment 3, because of shallow groundwater.

Comment: The present analysis is inadequate. The low lying areas around the 21st Street 
station extending through the Penn and Van White stations are identified as areas of concern
regarding groundwater.  Additionally, there is a possible need for permanent water removal 
systems along segment A, although the specific location is not identified.  Both the identification 
of the risks and potential mitigation efforts in this area are unclear in the document.

4.1.3.6 Groundwater Sensitivity, page 4-19 
Several areas in the study area lie within zones of very high sensitivity to pollution of the water 
table system (Piegat 1989).

Comment: The area surrounding the 21st Street station’s underlying bedrock is the Prairie du 
Chien Group, in which resides a major aquifer supplying many municipalities potable water 
supply.  In segment A, the area of land between Cedar Lake and Lake of the Isles is an area of 
“very high sensitivity to pollution of the water table system”.  The present study in inadequate 
and provides only general information as to efforts to be made to ensure our drinking water is not 
contaminated.

4.3 Biota and Habitat
4.3.5 Mitigation, page 4-53 
Impacts to regulated resources, such as wetlands, threatened and endangered species, and 
water resources/water quality, would be mitigated in accordance with the appropriate permits 
as discussed in other sections of this Draft EIS. This mitigation would also benefit biota and 
habitat. 

Comment:  A wide variety of migratory birds and other wildlife adapted to natural spaces in 
urban environments (deer, fox, turkeys, etc.) constitute a critical element of the Kenilworth 
Corridor and Cedar Lake Park.  In addition to providing habitat, the area also creates 
environmental learning opportunities for both children and adults.  KIAA insists that LRT design 
consider ways to benefit biota and habitat and minimize habitat fragmentation in this unique 
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urban green space.

4.7  Noise
4.7.3.5 Assessment, Page 4-92 
Segment A [L�T 1A and L�T 3A (LPA)]: West Lake Station to Intermodal Station 
Category 1 
There are no noise impacts to Category 1 land uses in this segment.  
Category 2 
There are a total of �3 � oderate �oise Impacts and 183 Severe �oise Impacts to 
Category 2 land uses in this segment. The estimated number of impacted residential units is 8� 
� oderate and 4�� Severe.  � any of the impacts are due to low existing ambient noise levels 
combined with proximity of residential neighborhoods to the alignment and high anticipated 
speeds of operation. Some impacts are due to low existing ambient noise levels combined with 
light rail vehicle-mounted audible warning signal (bell) use at the 21st Street Station and the 
nearby 21st Street at-grade crossing.  
Category 3 
There is one moderate impact to a Category 3 land use. The impact is due to very low ambient 
background noise levels found in the walking-trails of the Cedar Lake portion of the � inneapolis 
Chain of Lakes �egional Park combined with close proximity to the tracks and bell use at grade 
crossings and crosswalks. This may not apply to the entire Cedar Lake portion of the park, 
especially in areas where park- goers themselves create higher noise levels, and in areas of the 
park farther from the tracks.  

Comment: Light rail vehicle audible warning bells for at grade crossings have a sound 
exposure of 1�� db (�.�.�.�, page ����), which is close to the sound level of a chain saw or a 
rock concert.  It is estimated that there will be nearly 2�� LRT trips per day from �:�� a.m. to 
1:�� a.m. �uring peak hours the frequency will be greater than one train every four minutes.  
There are 1,1�� housing units along segment A that will be impacted by noise, nearly half of 
which (�2�) will suffer severe noise impacts at identified in the ��IS (Table �.���, page ����). 
�f these, ��� housing units in CI��A and Kenwood (segments A�A and A�B) will potentially 
experience severe noise impacts and �� will experience moderate noise impacts (Table �.���,
page ����). KIAA insists that noise impacts on residences must be mitigated.  This is currently a 
stable residential community with very low ambient noise levels.

Comment:  Cedar Lake Park should be categorized as a Category 1 land use.  It is primarily a 
very quiet, tranquil wooded area, and will experience the same level of noise impact as the 
homes near the proposed 21st Street station.  The station will be located at the entrance to the 
park, and sound carries long distances through the park because of the normally low ambient 
noise levels.  Park users likely create slightly higher noise levels no more than two to three 
months out of the year when Cedar Beach �ast (�idden Beach) is busy, often with hundreds of 
daily visitors.  �ther months, the Cedar Lake Park is a serene, “up north” experience where the 
sound of woodpeckers tapping trees can be heard from one side of the park to the other.

Comment:  There is no discussion of the impact of noise to the highly utilized Kenilworth 
bicycle and pedestrian trails.  The Kenilworth Trail is a quiet, serene haven for bicycler 
commuters and recreational users within an urban environment.
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Comment:  There is no discussion of the noise impacts that would be created by a bridge over 
Cedar Lake Parkway. These will clearly be significant.

Comment: KIAA insists that the highest standards of design must be employed to mitigate 
these noise impacts. Severe noise affecting a large number of the homes in our neighborhood is 
clearly not acceptable.  We believe noise impacts to Cedar Lake Park and the Kenilworth Trail 
would go beyond moderate, which is equally unacceptable. �xcellent mitigation is needed to 
safeguard the park and trails from noise impacts.  The design of the SWLRT in the Kenilworth 
Corridor must be sensitive to the existing context and do everything possible to protect this 
unique space. KIAA expects involvement in developing and approving mitigation plans.

4.8 Vibration
4.8.6 Mitigation, page 4-118 
Detailed vibration analyses will be conducted during the Final EIS in coordination with Preliminary 
Engineering. The Detailed Vibration Assessment may include performing vibration propagation 
measurements. These detailed assessments during the Final EIS/preliminary engineering phase 
have more potential to reduce pro�ect- related effects than assessments of mitigation options at 
the conceptual engineering phase of the pro�ect. Potential mitigation measures may include 
maintenance, planning and design of special trackwork, vehicle specifications, and special 
track support systems such as resilient fasteners, ballast mats, resiliently supported ties, and 
floating slabs. 

Comment: The Prarie du Chien bedrock associated with the area around the 21st Street station 
in the Kenwood Isles neighborhood is an efficient conductor of ground�based vibration and 
ground�based noise.  The area is identified as having a “high potential of efficient vibration 
propagation” (�.�.�.�, page ��11�), and 2�1 units are identified as being impacted in Segment A 
(Table 4.8-4, page 4-115). Given that the infrequent freight rail traffic vibrations can certainly 
be felt four to five blocks distant from the tracks it seems quite possible that the number of 
housing units impacted will be greater than cited in the ��IS.  It is unfortunate that actual 
vibration testing has not been done as part of the ��IS.

Comment:  �uring the scoping process, residents pointed out that new construction at 2��� 
�pton Avenue South required extra deep footings because the ground in this area propagates 
vibrations to the detriment of structures.  An architect’s report was submitted.  There is no 
evidence in the current study that this information was taken into account. KIAA insists that 
detailed vibration assessments be done as early as possible in Preliminary �ngineering to 
determine the impact on area homes.

4.9 Hazardous and Contaminated Materials
4.9.5 Mitigation, page 4-129 
It is reasonable to expect that previously undocumented soil or groundwater contamination 
may be encountered during construction. A Construction Contingency Plan would be prepared 
prior to the start of construction to account for the discovery of unknown contamination. This 
plan would outline procedures for initial contaminant screening, soil and groundwater sampling, 
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laboratory testing, and removal, transport, and disposal of contaminated materials at licensed 
facilities. Contaminated material removal and disposal would be in accordance with this plan, 
monitored by qualified inspectors, and documented in final reports for submittal to � PCA. 

Comment: Based on reviews of state databases there are three identified contaminated sites in 
Segment A around the 21st Street station (��g��e 4.�-4, page 4-1�5).  Given the historical usage 
of the area surrounding the 21st Street station and the Penn station areas for rail siding and 
transfer and the obvious existence of debris piles and old structures in the area it seems likely 
that additional contamination may be present in the area. 

Comment:  The neighborhood needs assurance that contaminated soils will be dealt with 
appropriately during construction.
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Chapter 5:  Economic Effects

5.2 Station Area Development
5.2.1  Land Use
5.2.1.4 Segment A [LRT 1A and LRT 3A (LPA)] – West Lake Street Station to Royalston 
Station, page 5-12 
Land use within one-half mile of Segment A is predominantly single family residential (detached 
housing, 2�.� percent), parks and open space (1�.� percent), and water features (1�.� percent). 
Industrial land uses make up 14.3 percent of the total land use� however these uses are primarily 
concentrated near downtown � inneapolis. �ousing ad�acent to Segment A includes single-
family detached and multi-unit attached structures, which together encompass 29.� percent of 
the land uses ad�acent to this segment.  

5.2.5.1 Mitigation for Land Use Plan Consistency, page 5-21 
Changes in land use and denser development near stations are anticipated, consistent with 
existing plans and policies. �verall, positive economic effects are anticipated under all build 
alternatives for the local community and region. �o mitigation is required. 

Comment:  KIAA opposes land use changes around the proposed 21st Street station.  We urge
protection and, if possible, enhancement of the Kenilworth Trail and Cedar Lake Park area as a 
unique and vibrant urban green space.  We do not support denser development near the 21st

Street station.

Chapter 6:  Transportation Effects

6.2 Effects on Roadways
6.2.2.2 Physical Modifications to Existing Roadways, page 6-24
Also in Segment A with L�T 3A-1 (co-location alternative) only, the ��W needed for this 
alternative will affect Burnham �oad, which is ad�acent to the corridor and accessed off of 
Cedar Lake Parkway. Burnham �oad is the main access point for homes fronting on Cedar Lake.

6.2.2.3 Operational Impacts at Intersections 
Segment A (LRT 3A-1 Co-location Alternative), page 6-39 
The conceptual design for L�T 3A-1 (co-location alternative) includes the light rail and freight rail 
tracks crossing Cedar Lake Parkway at-grade. Therefore, a queuing analysis was performed for 
the Cedar Lake Parkway crossing including an analysis of impacts to Burnham �oad and �erxes 
Avenue in proximity to the Cedar Lake Parkway crossing.

Comment:  KIAA notes that at�grade crossing studies were done at Cedar Lake Parkway only 
for the �A�1 co�location alternative.  Given that we strongly oppose a bridge over this feature of 
the �istoric Grand Rounds, preferring a depression�trench�tunnel for the LRT, the comments
below consider facts about the at�grade crossing that apply whether or not trains are co�located.
We reiterate here our opposition to co�location.
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Comment: Please note that Burnham Road is also the main access point for many residences 
along the Kenilworth Corridor in both Cedar�Isles��ean and Kenwood, as well as the only 
alternative to driving around Lake of the Isles for many Kenwood and Lowry �ill residents.

Comment: �ot included in this analysis, Sunset Boulevard at Cedar Lake Parkway is also 
blocked and has significant queuing when freight trains cross under current conditions.

Comment:  �ot considered are potential noise impacts of an at�grade crossing at Cedar Lake 
Parkway.  These would be considerable, especially for residents near the intersection and for 
users of Cedar Beach South.

6.2.2.4 Transit Station Access, page 6-41-42 
L�T station access would vary. […]The following stations would provide public parking. Access to 
the following stations would be by walking, bicycling, driving an automobile, or transferring from 
local bus services:
�West Lake Street 
�21st Street 
�Penn Avenue 

Comment:  Chapter 2 identifies that public parking would be provided at 21st Street as a 
surface lot for 1�� cars.  This is unacceptable to KIAA, and contrary to City of �inneapolis 
policy. We oppose a park�and�ride lot at 21st Street.

6.2.2.6 Building/Facility Access, page 6-46 
For the Build Alternatives, access to several buildings and facilities would need to be modified. In 
Segments 1 and 4, no changes to building and facility access would be required. In Segments 3 
and A, the access to several private properties would be slightly realigned in the following 
locations: 
[…]
�Cedar Lake Parkway and Burnham �oad 

Comment:  KIAA requests information about which buildings at Cedar Lake Parkway and 
Burnham Road would see their access modified, what is the proposed modification, and under 
what conditions this would occur.

6.3 Effects on Other Transportation Facilities and Services
6.3.1.4 Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities, page 6-52 
The City of � inneapolis and Transit for Livable Communities have conducted two- hour bicycle 
and pedestrian counts along these trails for the past several years. The annual counts are 
conducted in September and attempt to capture peak commuting hour traffic volumes. The 
two-hour bicycle and pedestrian volume counts are shown in Table �.3-3. Although count data is 
not available, anecdotal accounts from many cyclists indicate that these weekday counts do 
not represent peak-hour trail volumes, which may occur on weekends when the trails are heavily 
used.
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Comment:  We note that Table �.��� shows that the Kenilworth Trail through Kenwood and 
CI��A has very high use by bicycle commuters, and concur that this study of the traffic 
volumes along the trail certainly does not capture the heavy weekend recreational use.  
�inneapolis Park and Recreation Board counts for 2��� estimate �1�,��� annual “visits” to the 
Kenilworth Trail.

6.3.2 Long-Term Effects 
6.3.2.1 Build Alternatives, page 6-55 
Parking Spaces Added for Build Alternatives 
Additional parking would be added at many of the proposed stations as outlined in Section 2.2.3 
of this Draft EIS. Depending on the number of spaces needed and the local constraints, parking 
may be in structures. The parking facilities are expected to generate additional traffic on local 
streets that provide access to the station areas. 

Comment:  The Kenwood Isles Area Association opposes a park�and�ride facility at the 
proposed 21st Street station, and our understanding is that such a facility would be contrary to the 
City of �inneapolis’ policy.  

Comment: We request a complete analysis of the traffic impacts of this station on our 
neighborhood.  A previous study projected 1,��� riders per day boarding at 21st Street.  �ither 
the figure of 1,��� riders per day is wrong, or our neighborhood will see tremendous change that 
must be better understood and planned. (Southwest LRT Technical �emo �o. �, Ridership 
�orecasting �ethodology and Results, Preliminary for Review �nly, September �, 2���)  

6.3.2.4 Bikeways and Major Pedestrian Facilities, page 6-58 
The conceptual engineering developed for this Draft EIS indicates that there is sufficient space 
within the �C��A�s ��W for the Build Alternatives and the interim-use trails to coexist� therefore, 
with the exception of the � idtown �reenway in Segments C-1 and C-2, long-term impacts on 
the capacity and operations of the interim-use trails is not anticipated. For safety reasons, it is 
likely that fencing or other measures to separate the bicycles and pedestrians from the L�Vs 
would be necessary, with crossing of the tracks allowed at roadway intersections and station 
locations. 

Comment:  See Chapter �.2 comment on community cohesion.  Also, KIAA urges that if 
fencing is used for safety reasons, it should be part of an integrated, overall landscape design that 
includes land berms, evergreens, deciduous trees and shrubs, and hardscape elements. This 
design should protect and value the existing park�like environment of the trail areas and the 
adjacenct Cedar Lake Park, and should be done in cooperation with the community including 
KIAA, CI��A and the Cedar Lake Park Association.  
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Whereas the Kenwood Isles Area Association (KIAA) supports public transportation, 
including light rail, for the city of �inneapolis and the �etropolitan region.

Whereas the proposed Southwest LRT (“LRT”) represents a significant investment in 
public infrastructure that will serve the area for the next �� to 1�� years.

Whereas KIAA believes that in addition to providing economic stimulus and 
transportation services for fast growing suburbs, such an investment should also consider 
in equal weight the usage and the long�term best interests of �inneapolis residents, 
neighborhoods, businesses, and regional amenities.  

Whereas KIAA believes that such benefits as interlining the LRT with the �iawatha Line 
should not outweigh the benefits of serving the usage and long�term best interests of 
�inneapolis constituents.

Whereas the LRT in the Kenilworth Corridor would have an adverse environmental 
impact on the unique urban green space along the Kenilworth Trail, currently used by 
recreational bikers, skaters, runners, walkers, bike commuters, children, families,
domestic animals, and wildlife.

Whereas many residences in the Kenwood�Isles �eighborhood abut or are located very 
close to the Kenilworth Corridor and the LRT would have an adverse environmental 
impact on these homes and negatively impact the quality of life in these homes.

Whereas the LRT in the Kenilworth Corridor would have an adverse environmental 
impact to parts of Cedar Lake Park and its wildlife habitat, and would impede access to 
the Park by neighborhood residents.

Whereas Cedar Lake Parkway, a �ational Scenic Byway, is an important traffic artery for 
area residents and LRT in the Kenilworth Corridor would cause adverse traffic flow 
impacts at that intersection and through Kenwood streets.

Whereas there is precedent in �inneapolis for mitigation of rail traffic impacts (e.g., a 
22�foot deep trench crossed by 2� street bridges along a corridor now used as the 
�idtown Greenway, and a tunnel under the �inneapolis�St. Paul International Airport 
built for the �iawatha LRT line.)



Whereas whichever alignment is chosen for the LRT, KIAA residents currently have 
limited access to public transportation and such needs must be addressed through more 
inclusive public transportation policies.

�e��t��e�o��e�that the KIAA supports the thorough and balanced examination of the 
proposed LRT alignments �C and �ption � in view of serving �inneapolis residents, 
neighborhoods, employers, businesses, and regional amenities.

�e �t ���t�e��e�o��e�that KIAA supports an in�depth study, before the Southwest LRT 
alignment preference is chosen, to determine whether the needs of the proposed Basset 
Creek Valley Redevelopment �istrict can be served by the proposed Bottineau Line 
currently under consideration by �ennepin County.

�e��t����t�e���e�o��e�that if the Kenilworth Corridor alignment is selected for the LRT, 
KIAA expects to work closely with �ennepin County and the City of �inneapolis to 
design plans that include real and substantial mitigation and betterments that will be 
acceptable to the Kenwood neighborhood. �nt�����������n�����e��een��e�e�o�e���
�����o��o�e�t�e������n�t�e��en���o�t��Co����o��

�e��t����t�e���e�o��e�that KIAA supports LRT design measures that enhance rather 
than degrade the neighborhoods, parks, and green spaces along any selected alignment, 
including alignments �C or �.

�e��t����t�e���e�o��e�that KIAA strongly urges �ennepin County and the City of 
�inneapolis to take all possible measures to identify and secure funding to pay for design 
measures considered “betterments” by agencies outside of our community regardless of 
which alignment is chosen.  �esign measures significantly above the minimum required 
mitigation in certain areas are justified by the disproportional environmental impact to 
residential and green spaces compared to the more commercial areas along the line.
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The proposed �1.2 billion Southwest light rail transit (SWLRT) line running between 
�den Prairie and downtown �inneapolis will benefit many communities it serves.

In �inneapolis, the SWLRT is proposed to run along the Kenilworth Corridor. The busy 
and vibrant West Calhoun area anchors this corridor to the south. Going north, the LRT 
will pass through quiet neighborhoods, vibrant urban parks and trails, and natural 
greenspaces. These unique areas will pose challenges to designers and engineers. These 
challenges must be met so that SWLRT contributes to, enhances, and preserves our 
attractive and well�functioning �inneapolis communities.

We strongly urge our elected representatives and city officials to demand the highest 
design standards and most effective mitigation practices available to ensure long�term 
benefits for our city. This can be achieved through advocacy, zoning codes, historic 
designation, long�range planning, public�private partnerships, alternative funding sources 
and other tools. We hope that our governing bodies (�et Council, �ennepin County, 
City of �inneapolis, �inneapolis Parks and Recreation Board) will work together, along 
with neighborhood associations and non�profit organizations such as the Cedar Lake Park 
Association, on both immediate and long�term SWLRT design issues.

The undersigned neighborhood associations’ general goals for LRT design and mitigation 
of environmental impacts from the proposed SW LRT within the City of �inneapolis 
include:

1. �aintenance of current healthy, stable, livable communities.
2. Safety and enjoyment of parkland and trails for recreational users and bicycle 

commuters.
�. Protection of vital urban green space and wildlife habitat.
�. �aintenance or creation of traffic patterns that would ease congestion and 

enhance neighborhood livability.

Specifically, we believe the following general mitigation approaches must be advocated:

1. Tunneling or trenching the tracks must be included where necessary to reduce 
noise, traffic, and visual impacts. This includes full tunneling, cut and cover and 
trenching options.

2. A full range of fencing, berming, and landscaping alternatives must also be 
addressed.



�. Track construction must reduce noise and other impacts.  �or example, mitigation 
should include single weld tracks, straightened tracks, and embedded tracks where 
appropriate.

�. Visual impacts from overhead catenaries system must be minimized.  �or 
example, painted�fluted�tapered poles and appropriate trolley wire for power 
sources might be appropriate mitigation measures.

�. �isruption to neighborhood livability should be minimized through directional 
lights�horns for station and LRT operation through the neighborhoods�
elimination or severely limiting the use of crossing bells�and carefully placed, 
judicious lighting.

�. Speed limits of trains must conform to stated mitigation goals. 

�. �o additional trackwork related installations (such as, switches, storage tracks, 
crossovers, etc.) should be allowed. 

�. Affected neighborhoods must agree with all parking proposals, including parking 
lots and parking restrictions on neighborhood streets. 

�. �inneapolis Park Board properties must be respected, with solutions to key areas 
(such are Cedar Lake Pkwy, Kenilworth Channel, and Cedar Lake Park) 
negotiated with the �PRB and neighborhoods. 

1�.Bike and walking paths near SW LRT must be consistently maintained or 
improved and be safe and satisfactorily protected.

11. Public safety must be considered, including maintenance of access for emergency 
vehicles in neighborhoods adjacent to LRT and the need for police services 
around station stops.

12. Changes in car traffic patterns must be fully analyzed and addressed to the 
satisfaction of neighborhoods.

1�.�conomic development must be limited to and encouraged only in appropriate 
areas.

1�.�reight rail must be relocated to another corridor and not co�located with the LRT 
on the Kenilworth corridor.

1�.�uring the construction period, neighborhood livability must be maintained, 
including bicycle trails and pedestrian connections through neighborhoods.

In sum, our �inneapolis neighborhood associations have confidence that SWLRT can 



have a positive impact in our communities if it is well designed and respects the above 
stated goals.  �esigners and engineers will face diverse challenges at the most southerly 
section of the SWLRT line in �inneapolis.  They will need to enhance West Calhoun’s 
commercial growth and recreational center with a station area that builds strong, visible 
and safe connections to the commercial community as well as the Chain of Lakes and the 
historic �PRB Grand Rounds.  Car traffic must be mitigated and bicycle and pedestrian 
infrastructure should be enhanced. In the CI��A area, designers must ensure livability in 
areas of denser housing and maintain attractive recreational opportunities.  In the
CI��A, Kenwood and Lowry �ill areas, designers must seek all opportunities to 
preserve and enhance uniquely tranquil urban landscape, bicycle commuting, and 
recreational areas, including around the proposed 21st Street station.  �very possible 
effort must be made to minimize the impact of additional traffic on Kenwood streets that 
are potential routes to the station.

With advocacy, high standards, creativity, and use of available tools and partnerships, the 
SWLRT can be a national example of excellence in transit design.

�ichael Wagner, chair
West Calhoun �eighborhood Council

Art �iginbotham, president
Cedar�Isles��ean �eighborhood Association

Sam �urphy, chair
Kenwood Isles Area Association
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Resolution opposing co-location of freight rail and light rail in the Kenilworth corridor

Whereas the Kenilworth corridor passes through the Kenwood Isles Area Association (KIAA) 
neighborhood; and

Whereas KIAA is sympathetic to the mitigation needs of St. Louis Park created by the 
relocation of freight rail due to the development of the Southwest LRT line in the Kenilworth 
corridor and encourages the highest standards of design and mitigation in all aspects of the 
SWLRT project; and

Whereas the City of Minneapolis affirmed the choice of the Kenilworth corridor as the “Locally 
Preferred Alternative” route based on the proposal that freight rail be removed from the 
Kenilworth corridor; and

Whereas the Kenilworth bicycle and pedestrian trails provide commuter and recreational 
opportunities to hundreds of daily users; and

Whereas co-location of freight and light rail in the Kenilworth corridor would reduce the 
amount of space for safe recreational and commuter use by at least 15 feet; and

Whereas the narrowest section of the Kenilworth corridor is only 62 feet, barely wide enough 
for light rail alone; and

Whereas co-locating freight and light rail in the Kenilworth corridor would necessitate the 
destruction of many townhomes, which are considered “smart development” (high density, 
attractive, well maintained, privately owned), and which provide substantial property tax 
revenue for the City of Minneapolis, Minneapolis Schools, and Hennepin County; and

Whereas co-locating freight and light rail in the Kenilworth corridor would create additional
negative impacts to homeowners along the corridor, who will be significantly impacted by the 
new light rail line that will carry at least 200 trains per day; and

Whereas the visual, auditory, and physical conditions created by the combination of freight 
and light rail would negatively impact the uniquely natural and tranquil Cedar Lake Park 
experience for users; and

Whereas the Kenilworth Corridor intersects Cedar Lake Parkway, part of the Historic Grand 
Rounds, and freight trains coupled with more than 200 light rail trains per day would impact 
the experience of Grand Rounds visitors as well as automobile traffic on Cedar Lake 
Parkway;

Therefore, be it resolved that the Kenwood Isles Area Association opposes the co-location 
of freight rail and light rail in the Kenilworth Corridor.
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Cedar Lake Park Association  
Comments to the Southwest LRT DEIS  

December 20, 2012 
 

 



Introduction 
 
The Cedar Lake Park Association (CLPA) embraces public transportation as the future of urban 
transit. In 2008, CLPA recommended selecting a Southwest Light Rail Transitway (SW LRT) 
alignment that best served the common good of the people and cities in the area. It further noted 
that if the Kenilworth Corridor was selected, people using Greater Cedar Lake Park1 should 
continue to enjoy the aesthetic of experiencing a nature park.  
 
The alignment has now been chosen and preliminary plans are being discussed revolving around 
a line that would run between downtown Minneapolis to Eden Prairie. The alignment would run 
through Greater Cedar Lake Park alongside the Kenilworth bicycle and pedestrian trails. Within 
Greater Cedar Lake Park, two transit stations have been proposed. A high volume transit line with 
multiple stations could significantly alter the character and experience of Greater Cedar Lake 
Park, as well as the surrounding neighborhoods.  
 
One goal of the Cedar Lake Park Association (www.cedarlakepark.org) is to preserve the natural 
experience for today's park users as well as for future generations. The park is a place of respite 
and enjoyment for lovers of flora and fauna—a natural and wild area but one mile from 
downtown Minneapolis.  It also contains trails that serve a million visitors a year. Its bicycle and 
pedestrian trails connect hundreds of miles of non-motorized trails. Given the inevitable 
development that comes with population growth, it is imperative that we preserve the natural 
settings in and around Cedar Lake, while enhancing the public transit opportunities for ourselves 
and future generations. This dynamic poses a creative tension. 
 
The Cedar Lake Park Association has developed design principles for use as a basis to discuss the 
Southwest Light Rail Transitway through the Cedar Lake area. These include the following: 
 

1. Safeguard human life, protect the water quality in Cedar Lake, and enhance the wildlife 
habitat, habitat connectivity, and the quality of natural environment. 

2. Minimize any negative impact on people’s experience of Cedar Lake Park and parklands. 
3. Maintain neighborhood and regional access to Cedar Lake Park, Cedar Lake Regional 

Trail, Kenilworth Trail, and Midtown Greenway. 
4. Minimize the intrusiveness of permanent and temporal changes to the environment of 

Cedar Lake Park and parklands. 
5. Mitigate unavoidable changes in the environment with investments that provide 

exceptional value to the goal of nurturing nature. 
6. Design any and all stations that are adjacent to the Cedar Lake Park in such a way 

that they are compatible with a park setting and the aesthetic of the neighborhood.  
 



Articulating the Concepts 
 
Preliminary plans show two stations in Greater Cedar Lake Park: one adjacent to Penn Ave and 
Interstate 394 to service the Bryn Mawr and Harrison neighborhoods, and one near West 21st 
street and Upton Ave to service the Kenwood and Lowry Hills neighborhoods. Of key concern to 
the CLPA is how the SW LRT presents itself to the park and surrounding communities as well as 
how the park and surrounding communities present themselves to the SW LRT. The concepts 
below show how the character of the two stations differs. 
 
Based on its core principles, the Cedar Lake Park Association identified several issues related to 
the projected SW LRT. Seeking to gain a visual representation of those concepts, the CLPA and 
the Bryn Mawr Neighborhood Association hosted a design charrette. There citizens from the 
surrounding neighborhoods extenuated these core concepts and articulated the issues surrounding 
the juxtaposition of parks, trails, light rail, and transit stations. Based on that discussion, noted 
landscape architects (see appendix) created the following designs. These designs and the narrative 
that accompanies them are not meant to be specific to-the-inch scale construction documents, but 
seek to illuminate the issues and illustrate the outcomes available using imaginative concepts. 
They are meant to be a catalyst for further discussion. 
.  

 
 
 



 

The Cedar Lake Regional Trail and the LRT Crossing Area 

 
Comment reference: 6.3.2.4 (In Segment A, the Cedar Lake LRT [sic] Regional Trail is 
proposed to cross the Build Alternatives in one location: 1,200 southwest of the I-394 
bridge.) 
 
In its current alignment, the SW LRT will cross the existing Cedar Lake Regional Trail (CLRT) 
in Greater Cedar Lake Park. This intersection poses a critical challenge for creative design. The 
award-winning Cedar Lake Regional Trail is the first federally funded bicycle commuter freeway 
in the nation. The CLRT connects the western suburbs to Minneapolis and to the University of 
Minnesota. It also links the Kenilworth Trail, the Midtown Greenway, and the Mississippi River 
trails. Together, these trails form more than 100 miles of continuous off-road transit. Designed as 
a non-stop, flow-through commuter route, the CLRT serves as the linchpin of our country’s 
largest, fully integrated, commuter bicycle system.  
 
At the intersection of a major motorized freeway and a rail line, no one would consider an at-
grade crossing; a grade separation would be mandatory. Certainly, the same should be true at the 
intersection of a major non-motorized commuter freeway and a light rail line. 
 
At present the CLRT intersects with the Kenilworth Trial a few yards northeast of the freight rail 
line. In 2011, according to the Metropolitan Council’s annual visit estimates, Kenilworth Trail 
had approximately 624,400 visits and the Cedar Lake Regional Trail had 381,400 visits. CLPA is 
very concerned about retaining safe and high-quality use and access to these regional trails in this 
area for all users and from designated access points.  

 
CLPA fully supports the outcomes articulated by the MPRB in section six of its comment 
letter:  
6.2.1 Outcome: Walkers, runners, bicyclists, and other non-motorized trail users safely and 
efficiently get from one side of the LRT tracks to the other, year-round and without interruption.  



6.2.2 Outcome: The federally funded, non-motorized Cedar Lake Regional Trail is fully 
functional, with uninterrupted flow and speed.  
6.2.3 Outcome: All users have adequate access to the trails.  
6.2.4 Outcome: All trail connections are safe and easy to navigate, and space is allowed for 
future expansion to meet demand.  
6.2.5 Outcome: The Cedar Lake Regional Trail meets commuter bicycle standards of 20 mph 
design speed.  
6.2.6 Outcome: Communities north of the LRT easily access the Cedar Lake Regional Trail, 
Cedar Lake, and Cedar Lake Park. 
 
Concept: The Confluence 

• Create a grade-separate crossing of trail and light rail. 
• Flow the trail under the LRT including room for cross country skiing. 
• Bridge the LRT over the trail. 
• Link Cedar Lake Regional Trail (CLRT) to Kenilworth Trail via a roundabout. 
• Access station from CLRT/Kenilworth Trails via spur. 
• Ensure the safety of walkers, runners, bicyclists and other non-motorized users of the 

trail. 
• Protect the Cedar Lake Park prairies, mitigate the LRT's impact on the park, and preserve 

the City of Lakes Loppet cross country ski trails. 
• Eliminate pedestrian and bicycle safety issues that would occur if bicycle traffic had to 

cross the LRT tracks at the proposed Cedar Prairie Station. 
• Promote compatibility and enhance connectivity between multiple modes of transit as 

well as the neighborhoods to the north and south.  
 
Below are three supporting documents. The first is an overview sketch of the confluence.  
The second is a more detailed diagram and the third provides estimated costs for building. 
 









Cedar Lake Parkway 

 
Cedar Lake Parkway has a long history as a strategic connector in western Minneapolis. As early 
as the 1880s, the Minneapolis Park and Recreation Board recommended acquiring property along 
the west and south side of Cedar Lake as part of what came to be known as the Grand Round 
National Scenic Byway. The final section, from Cedar Lake to Dean Parkway, was not acquired 
until the 1920s. At that time, Theodor Wirth recommended a grade-separated crossing of Cedar 
Lake Parkway at the rail intersection: a good idea then and now.  
 
CLPA is concerned, as is the MPRB, about LRT impacts on the Kenilworth Regional Trail and 
Chain of Lakes Regional Park users and properties that contribute to the Grand Rounds Historic 
District. In 2011, according to the Metropolitan Council’s annual visit estimates, Kenilworth 
Regional Trail had approximately 624,400 visits and the Chain of Lakes Regional Park had 
5,122,900 visits (Chain of Lakes estimate does not include motorized or non-motorized traffic 
counts on the parkway). Cedar Lake Parkway, as part of the Grand Rounds Historic District, is 
considered eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (7.4.1.4 page 7-20). 
 
The anticipated frequency of trains along the corridor will also increase potential conflicts 
between the trains and users of the trail parallel to Cedar Lake Parkway, thus raising serious 
safety concerns.  



 
The DEIS makes several references to this issue, including the following:  

• 7.4.1.4 Section 4(f) Properties Potentially Used by the Project, page 7-20: Cedar Lake 
Parkway and the Cedar Lake-Lake of the Isles Channel have been determined eligible for 
inclusion on the NRHP as part of the Grand Rounds Historic District.  

• 3.4.5.3 Cultural Resources, page 3-79: Potential long-term effects may occur at the 
following properties: Cedar Lake Parkway, Grand Rounds (potential effects of the 
changes to the intersection of the LRT corridor with the historic parkway, including the 
LRT overpass bridge, and, under the co-location alternative, the effects of widening the 
trail/rail corridor; these changes may affect the parkway itself and may alter its setting.)  

 
The Cedar Lake Park Association fully supports a MPRB’s position in its comment letter (9.2.1 
on page 25): 

 
 CLPA fully supports the following outcomes from the MPRB comment letter: 
9.2.2 Outcome: The Grand Rounds (eligible for National Register of Historic Places) fully 
retains its integrity and intention.  
9.2.3 Outcome: Motorized and non-motorized vehicles and pedestrians along the trail parallel to 
Cedar Lake Parkway experience continuous and safe flow.  
9.2.4 Outcome: Trail users have direct access to the trails and trail connections that are currently 
provided at this location.  
9.2.5 Outcome: Recreational and commuter trail traffic on both the Kenilworth Regional Trail 
and the trail parallel to Cedar Lake Parkway follows substantially the same route as at present.  
9.2.6 Outcome: The view of and from Cedar Lake and surrounding parkland is preserved.  
9.2.7 Outcome: The parkland around Cedar Lake remains a natural visual buffer between Cedar 
Lake and the LRT corridor. 
 

Concept: 
• Grade-separated crossing of LRT and Cedar Lake Parkway/Grand Rounds. 

 
Below are drawings of what such a grade-separated crossing might look like.  
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The Cedar Prairie (Penn Ave) Station 
 
The proposed Cedar Prairie (Penn Ave) Station will service the Bryn Mawr, Harrison, Kenwood, 
and Lowry Hill neighborhoods, as well as users of the trail system connecting to the Cedar Lake 
Regional Trail, the Luce Line Trail, and Kenilworth Trail. Any station on this site should promote 
safe access and connectivity between the north and south, as well as east and west. In addition, 
the Bryn Mawr neighborhood looks favorably at commercial development along the northern 
strip of Wayzata Boulevard.  
 
DEIS reference 3.2.2.6 (Neighborhood Cohesion):  CLPA supports the Bryn Mawr 
Neighborhood Association (BMNA) and its comments concerning the proposed Cedar Prairie 
(Penn Ave) Station and its beneficial effects for reuniting a neighborhood torn asunder by the 
construction of I-394.  The station (as well as the Van White and Royalston stations) are also key 
to enhancing environment and social justice (DEIS reference 10.0) by promoting reverse 
commuting from the near north and north sides of Minneapolis out to suburban work sites.  
 
Issues 

• Disruption of access and connection between northern and southern neighborhoods. 
• Negative impact on public access to trail system, (e.g., Cedar Lake Regional Trail, 

Kenilworth Trail) from Bryn Mawr and Harrison neighborhoods. 
• Visual site pollution in respect to surrounding prairie land.  

 
Outcomes 

• Facilitate commuting to downtown Minneapolis and further east as well as reverse 
commuting to the commercial areas in the southwest suburbs.  

• Reconnect the neighborhoods north of I-394 to those to the south.  
• Provide commercial stimulus to the areas on the northern ridge adjacent to the station.  
• Provide bicycle and pedestrian-friendly access to station from surrounding community.  
• Enhance transit opportunities for the north side neighborhoods.  
• Enhance access to the Cedar Lake and Kenilworth Trails for bicyclists and pedestrians.  
• Create architecture (i.e. station) at the edge of the prairie that would minimally impact the 

viewshed of the surrounding prairie land or might even enhance it. 
 

Concept: ‘Bridging the Neighborhoods’ 
• Beautifully designed bridge traverses prairie from ‘kiss and ride’ drop-off area to Prairie 

station: aligned with Lowry Hill water tower. Bridge ramps down to an elevator at the 
station to provide access to the platform to the south and to Cedar Lake Regional Trail.  

• Bridge narrows as it moves toward Lowry Hill. Narrowed perspective de-emphasizes its 
scale and focuses connection of prairie edges. 

• Bridge could provide observation points (belvederes) along it and focus view of 
downtown with plantings, which would also break up horizontal axis across the prairie. 

• Formal park access off of Penn Avenue with ‘kiss and ride’ drop-off, bus access, 
pedestrian sidewalk and access to park via bridge. 

• Ramp from prairie to bridge provides access for bicyclists/pedestrians to station /trails. 
• Pedestrian and bike access continues west to Kenwood Parkway, linking north and south.  
• Potential trail connection up Lowry Hill with link to Douglas. 



• Woodland Park at Lowry Hill base could be incorporated with bicycle/pedestrian trails.  
• Commercial/residential development at top of north slope linking to downtown Bryn 

Mawr. 
• Increased public access on Penn Ave and Cedar Lake Road, encouraging use of public 

transportation and acting as a calming device on these arteries through the neighborhood.   
 
Below are designs that show how these goals can be accomplished. 
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Cedar Lake Park Station (W 21st Street and Upton Ave) 

This station—if built—would service primarily the Kenwood and Lowry Hills neighborhoods, as 
well as serve as an entry point to Cedar Lake Park and East Cedar Lake Beach. The area around 
the station has had a long history of recreational and commercial use. The main Minneapolis & 
St. Louis Railway Shops and Yards were just the north, while for much of the first half of the 
twentieth century, boating recreationalists used Dingley’s Docks (just to the west of Upton) to 
launch their cruises. 

 
This location is the sole access point for Cedar Lake Park and beach. Visitors arrive at this 
pristine area on foot, by bicycle, and using motorized vehicles, and via 21st Street, the 
Kenilworth Regional Trail, and in the future the LRT. Given that “Implementation of LRT 
service and stations along the Segment A alignment would likely result in some land use changes 
surrounding the stations…” (DEIS reference: 3.1.5.1), the natural character of this area and clear 
access must be ensured. 
 

Issues 
• Visual and auditory impact of LRT and station on neighboring residences. 
• Loss of corridor character, including habitat and woodland values. 
• Traffic congestion at 21st St. intersection. 
• Potential for parking and idling congestion by commuters and beach users. 
• Emergency access to stations and to beach. 
• Concerns about commercial development in residential neighborhood. 

 
Outcomes 

• Minimize visual and auditory pollution amid quiet residential neighborhood. 
• Provide safe access to the lake from surrounding neighborhood and trail corridors.  
• Emphasize a natural setting by plantings along the corridor to enhance its park-like 

character and provide opportunities for appropriate recreation. 
• Blend the site into the surrounding park and neighborhoods by plantings and berming, as 

well as architectural station design that emphasizes its bucolic setting.  
• Preserve and enhance the primary eastern access to Cedar Lake Park. 

 
Concept: The ‘Four-way’ Stop 

 
• Develop split on-grade platforms on the northwest and southeast sides of W. 21st Street.  
• Split platforms would slow the trains as they cross W. 21st.  This street accesses a 

residential neighborhood beyond, as well as the main eastern entrance to Cedar Lake 
Park. Presently, many cars and people cross the track daily in both directions.  With the 
trains slowly accelerating as they cross the street, safety is enhanced, and gates and horns 
may be unnecessary. .  

•  Develop ‘sound-wave’ land forms (berms) along the sides of the track to abate train 
noise, screen trains, infrastructure, and station from neighboring houses and strengthen 
existing landscape character. Minimize light pollution with proper direction and 
shielding. Sculpt terrain to restore woodland vegetation and create an esthetic that pulls 
the surrounding park into the corridor. 

• Design stations to reflect historic nature of the site as early commuter station (Kenwood 
Depot) or designed as part of the sound wave concept (e.g. undulating planted roofs).  



• Small auto drop-offs would be developed on east and west sides of the 21st street 
intersection: The west side of Thomas would be widened to accommodate 12 ‘kiss and 
ride’ drop-off spaces. An unpaved pedestrian trail through the existing woods would 
connect riders with the platform.  

• A similar drop off would be developed on the north side of 21st. west of the intersection, 
along with a small ‘knuckle’ turnaround serving both LRT station and Hidden Beach 
users. 

• Develop the county land around station into a natural area with wildlife trails, native 
plantings, and habitat enhancement.  



 



 

 



 
The Kenilworth Canal is a body of water created in 1913 to connect Cedar Lake and Lake of the 
Isles and complete the Minneapolis Chain of Lakes. The canal is used all year for recreational 
purposes from boaters and fisher-people in the summer to skiers in the winter. The canal also 
provides wildlife access. With no motor vehicle access, this area is remote and secluded, open 
only to bicyclists and pedestrians using the Kenilworth Trail. 
 
According to the DEIS (3.6.3.3) …the bridge design, bank treatment, and aesthetics for the new 
facility and the potential replacement or modification of the existing pedestrian bridge would 
have a substantial effect on this historic landscape… In addition, (3.4.5.3) …Potential long-term 
effects may occur at the following properties: Kenilworth Lagoon/Channel, Grand Rounds 
(potential effects of the construction of new bridge structures within the historic district; the 
design and footprint of these structures may affect the banks of the historic channel and may 
affect the district’s overall feeling and setting). 
 
Issues 

• Constriction of Kenilworth Trail. 
• Obstruction of access to the canal. 
• Disruption of uniquely quiet and tranquil space. 
• Disruption of wildlife corridor. 

 
Outcomes 

• Maintain access and viability of the Kenilworth Trail.  
• Maintain access between Cedar Lake and Lake of the Isles. 
• Maintain wildlife corridor. 

 
Concept: ‘The Secluded Canal’ 

• Create “country-like” bridge. 
• Develop access to boat landing below. 
• Maintain viability of Kenilworth Trail. 
• Enhance surrounding woodlands with plantings. 

 
Below is a concept drawing of what such a place might look like. 
 



 
 



In the DEIS, Cedar Lake Park, along with some of the surrounding 
neighborhoods, is classified as Category 3 for noise impact purposes.  CLPA 
supports the Minneapolis Park and Recreation Board position that the park 
should be upgraded to Category 1, and all noise impacts from the Transitway 
must be mitigated accordingly. 

Nowhere in the DEIS has the impact of Transitway lighting, both continuous 
and intermittent, on the parklands, surrounding neighborhoods, and flora and 
fauna been considered.  We believe more detailed study and proposals for 
mitigation is warranted. 

 
Summary 

 
Cedar Lake Park is known as the ‘natural’ lake within the city’s Chain of 
Lakes. Station area and route planning in Greater Cedar Lake Park should 
encompass the entire length of the corridor to ensure that accessibility, 
safety, and the natural aesthetic along its length is maintained. Careful and 
creative planning, as well as mitigation, along Minneapolis’ 
Kenilworth/Cedar Lake Regional Trail corridor will help promote safe, 
accessible transportation along the transit corridor and ensure that the unique 
character of this park and parkland is preserved and protected now and for 
future generations. 
 
 
 

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the Southwest LRT Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement, 

 
Cedar Lake Park Association 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Appendix:  
Landscape Architects  

Participating in the CLPA/BMNA  
Southwest LRT Design Charrette October 2010 

 
• Steve Durrant, landscape architect, Alta Planning + Design, Portland 
• Chris Carlson, landscape architect, charrette facilitator, Portland 
• Roger Martin, landscape architect, professor emeritus, University of Minnesota 
• John Koepke, landscape architecture, professor, University of Minnesota 
• Antonio Rosell, civil engineer and urban designer, Community Design Group, 

Minneapolis 
• Tony Chevalier, landscape architect, Minneapolis 
• Nate Cormier, landscape architect, SvR Design Company, Seattle 
• Tom Meyer, architect, Meyer Scherer & Rockcastle, Minneapolis 
• Craig Wilson, landscape architect, Sustology, Minneapolis, Lowry Hill 
• Rick Carter, architect, LHB, Minneapolis, Bryn Mawr 
• Charlie Lazor, architect, Lazor Office, Minneapolis, Kenwood 
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To: Southwest Transitway Project Office 
 swcorridor <swcorridor@co.hennepin.mn.us> 
  
From: Stuart A Chazin 
 
Date: December 31, 2012 
 
Re: SWLRT 
 
To Whom It May Concern: 
 
I have many concerns with the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) regarding the proposed SWLRT. 
 
The propose LRT bridge over Cedar Lake Parkway would impact the surrounding neighborhood significantly. It would have a 
substantial visual impact where it would be seen for miles and would destroy so much of the beauty of the area. In addition, 
the DEIS does not make any assessment of the potential noise & vibration impact it would have on the surrounding 
neighborhoods. 
 
Cedar Lake Parkway is a part of the Grand Rounds Historic District, which is eligible for the National Register of Historic 
Properties. Consequently, the study does not address (nor even seem concerned) about preservation of the historic 
landscape and the impact of light rail on the area. 
 
The DEIS has not done a sufficient analysis of the potential measures to mitigate the visual and noise impact caused by the 
bridge nor any assessment of tunneling underneath the Parkway as a viable alternative. 
   
The DEIS identifies the 21st Station as a “park and ride” site with parking for 100 vehicles and 1000 daily LRT boarding’s. I am 
unclear as to “who” will be parking at this station?  The resident’s in the area will not need the station and have strongly 
come out in opposition to it.  Anyone coming from other areas of Minneapolis would have to drive thru neighborhood’s 
where children play, family’s walk their pets, etc. This will cause a safety issue, which has not been considered, needless to 
mention the neighborhood becomes a “parking lot” for people who do not live in the neighborhoods.  
 
I do not believe the DEIS has properly assessed the impact of the LRT specifically on the Kenilworth Corridor.  We have deer, 
birds, possum, fox, coyote, rabbits (just to name a handful) and the wildlife is part of what makes this area serene. What will 
be the LONG TERM effect that the LRT will have on these species? 
  
This corridor is one of the “gems” of the city of Minneapolis.  People have chosen to live in this area for the beauty and 
serenity it offers. People come from all over the state to use the trails, lakes, beaches and overall parkland.  If the lakes and 
parklands of Minneapolis are considered our great treasures, the LRT is a destructive force that has long-term effects that 
cannot be “undone”.  While I am not questioning the importance of light rail – I question the location of this specific one and 
believe there are viable and better alternatives that have been passed up simply due to financial and political reasons.  Just 
because you “can” put it here, doesn’t mean you “should”.   
 
I would offer that the DEIS must study the alternative measure of TUNNELING the trains through this corridor into Downtown 
as a viable and acceptable measure to those concerned.  Without these studies and facts, it would be a study left undone. 
 
Thank you for your consideration in this very important matter. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Stuart A Chazin 
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Stuart A Chazin 
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To: Southwest Transitway Project Office 
 swcorridor <swcorridor@co.hennepin.mn.us> 
  
From: Stuart A Chazin 
 
Date: December 31, 2012 
 
Re: SWLRT 
 
To Whom It May Concern: 
 
I have many concerns with the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) regarding the proposed SWLRT. 
 
The propose LRT bridge over Cedar Lake Parkway would impact the surrounding neighborhood significantly. It would have a 
substantial visual impact where it would be seen for miles and would destroy so much of the beauty of the area. In addition, 
the DEIS does not make any assessment of the potential noise & vibration impact it would have on the surrounding 
neighborhoods. 
 
Cedar Lake Parkway is a part of the Grand Rounds Historic District, which is eligible for the National Register of Historic 
Properties. Consequently, the study does not address (nor even seem concerned) about preservation of the historic 
landscape and the impact of light rail on the area. 
 
The DEIS has not done a sufficient analysis of the potential measures to mitigate the visual and noise impact caused by the 
bridge nor any assessment of tunneling underneath the Parkway as a viable alternative. 
   
The DEIS identifies the 21st Station as a “park and ride” site with parking for 100 vehicles and 1000 daily LRT boarding’s. I am 
unclear as to “who” will be parking at this station?  The resident’s in the area will not need the station and have strongly 
come out in opposition to it.  Anyone coming from other areas of Minneapolis would have to drive thru neighborhood’s 
where children play, family’s walk their pets, etc. This will cause a safety issue, which has not been considered, needless to 
mention the neighborhood becomes a “parking lot” for people who do not live in the neighborhoods.  
 
I do not believe the DEIS has properly assessed the impact of the LRT specifically on the Kenilworth Corridor.  We have deer, 
birds, possum, fox, coyote, rabbits (just to name a handful) and the wildlife is part of what makes this area serene. What will 
be the LONG TERM effect that the LRT will have on these species? 
  
This corridor is one of the “gems” of the city of Minneapolis.  People have chosen to live in this area for the beauty and 
serenity it offers. People come from all over the state to use the trails, lakes, beaches and overall parkland.  If the lakes and 
parklands of Minneapolis are considered our great treasures, the LRT is a destructive force that has long-term effects that 
cannot be “undone”.  While I am not questioning the importance of light rail – I question the location of this specific one and 
believe there are viable and better alternatives that have been passed up simply due to financial and political reasons.  Just 
because you “can” put it here, doesn’t mean you “should”.   
 
I would offer that the DEIS must study the alternative measure of TUNNELING the trains through this corridor into Downtown 
as a viable and acceptable measure to those concerned.  Without these studies and facts, it would be a study left undone. 
 
Thank you for your consideration in this very important matter. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Stuart A Chazin 
 
 



Sue Bombeck 
<SBombeck@TCWR.NET> 

12/31/2012 11:52 AM

To "swcorridor@co.hennepin.mn.us" 
<swcorridor@co.hennepin.mn.us>

cc Mark Wegner <MWegner@TCWR.NET>

bcc

Subject Twin Cities & Western Railroad - additional letter of support - 
DEIS Response

Good afternoon – 

Attached you will find a letter we received after submitting our response to the DEIS.  Please 
include this letter of support with our response.

 

Thank you

Sue Bombeck

 

Sue Bombeck

 

Twin Cities & Western Railroad

Office Manager

Office – (320) 864-7201

Cell – (612) 655-3401
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Pat Mulqueeny 
<pat.mulqueeny@epchamber.
org> 

12/31/2012 12:00 PM

To "swcorridor@co.hennepin.mn.us" 
<swcorridor@co.hennepin.mn.us>

cc Pat Mulqueeny <pat.mulqueeny@epchamber.org>

bcc

Subject SWLRT

On behalf of the Eden Prairie Chamber of Commerce and it’s over 500 members, I want to comment on 
the proposed alignment of the Southwest Light Rail in Eden Prairie and the DEIS.  When the county 
finally settled on the current proposed alignment, many of our businesses and members were 
concerned with a number of the at‐grade crossings and the potential negative impacts the alignment 
may have on local businesses.  Some of these have been highlighted in comments at the public hearings 
and include:    
 
There are a number of at‐grade crossings and other issues that concern us in the current alignment that 
we would request additional review.

1.       Valley View Road near Flying Cloud Drive – this proposed at‐grade crossing is on one of the 
busiest roads that serves the business community.  The city of Eden Prairie recently updated an 
intersection to the southeast of this location to help reduce congestion.  By having an at‐grade 
crossing here, it will be a major negative impact and create safety issues and congestion with 
local traffic patterns.  Traffic analysis included in the DEIS indicate failing operations along this 
corridor.
2.       Technology Drive – The Chamber and a number of our local businesses have spoken out 
against this part of the alignment because of two major issues.  The first is that Technology Drive 
has become a major thoroughfare for traffic in Eden Prairie.  It is a major local artery that 
connects Flying Cloud Drive and Prairie Center Drive, it has major local employers and an electric 
sub‐station that serve this area.  Having an at‐grade crossing on Technology Drive in this location 
would have major negative impacts to local traffic patterns and the businesses in this area.  The 
proposed alignment crosses two employers only access points to their business and thus would 
be major impediments to their facilities, plus the impact that train vibrations may have on their 
facilities.  In considering a different location/alignment, we would request that the location 
consider the impact on local businesses in regards to impeding access to their 
properties/business.  An additional concern is that this location needs to consider adequate 
parking to avoid potential overflow parking issues with businesses.
3.       Mitchell Road – This is a major roadway and access point for businesses and local traffic for 
Eden Prairie.  Having an at‐grade crossing here will have negative impacts on traffic patterns in 
this area, plus additional traffic generated by the station will increase congestion.  We would ask 
that additional review of this at‐grade impact and increased traffic be reviewed and addressed.  
4.       Southwest Transit Station – the current Southwest Transit bus service has served Eden 
Prairie and the surrounding communities extremely well – winning numerous awards and 
accolades.  The current parking ramp and future LRT station here need to consider the parking 
issues that are currently there, plus future issues that the SWLRT would bring‐ namely the 
shortage of parking for a number of the businesses already located there, the impact of building 
additional ramp space may have on the restaurants and their parking, plus the increased traffic 
on the current roads.

 
As the Chamber has been involved with discussions surrounding the proposed light rail line and have 
been a conduit for business involvement in the SWLRT process, we had hoped to eliminate any issues 
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the alignment would have with businesses, traffic patterns and other negative impacts to the Eden
Prairie community.  We realized that we might not be able to eliminate all issues, but that we should be 
able to eliminate any that create a large negative impact.  We would ask that the Chamber and the 
business community be included in meetings prior to final plans being approved that consider the 
impact of the at‐grade crossings on local traffic patterns and businesses, station locations being 
thoroughly reviewed to be sure they allow adequate parking and minimize potential overflow parking 
issues on private properties, that construction impacts on businesses be coordinated with the business 
community so an adequate plan can be implemented to reduce the negative impacts on commerce and 
traffic.  The Chamber and the business community look to help the project meet its objectives while at 
the same time reducing negative impacts locally.  
 
Thank you for your consideration.
 
Sincerely,
 
 
Pat MulQueeny, IOM
President
 



"GlenNiece Kutsch" 
<glenniece@autosourcemn.co
m> 

12/31/2012 12:10 PM

To <swcorridor@co.hennepin.mn.us>

cc

bcc

Subject DEIS comments

On behalf of:
Auto Source Holdings
1840 Edgewater Place
Victoria, MN 55386
and
Auto Source, Inc.
7980 Wallace Road
Eden Prairie, MN 55344

RE: Comments related to Southwest Transitway Draft Environmental Impact Statement
As an owner of the property located at 7980 Wallace Road, Eden Prairie, and officer of the
corporation currently operating out of the property, I would like to take this opportunity to
comment on the Southwest Transitway light rail proposal. Under the current proposals being
considered, the light rail project could have a large negative impact on both our property and
business operation. We purchased this property approximately 3 years ago and invested in
renovations needed to improve the building for our operation. For a small business, it is an
extremely costly to undertake such a project, as well as the physical relocation of the business.
While the light rail plans at the time leading up to our purchase of the property did not appear
to affect the property, we have since learned that the entire property could be affected by the
possible location of Operation and Maintenance facilities. We would request the location of
these facilities be reconsidered for some of the following reasons, among many others:

Cost of relocation – After moving to this location just three years ago, we have still
not recouped the cost involved in our first move. It would be extremely detrimental to
our business to have to relocate yet again.

Zoning challenges of relocating our type of business – The City of Eden Prairie only
allows automobile dealerships in Industrial Zones, even though the business of car sales
is retail in nature and all of our vehicles are located indoors so as not to cause any
aesthetic issues with the neighborhood. It is difficult to find a location within industrial
areas that is:

o The right size for our needs
o Physically appealing to our high end retail clientele yet affordable for us
o Conveniently located and easy to access

Building Codes and Regulations – When building or modifying a property, there
are many changes in codes with which owners must comply that existing businesses do
not have to undertake. For example, we were required to put screens around HVAC
units on the rooftop of our current building at a cost well above $10,000 even though n
one of the neighboring buildings have screens. This is just one example of costs that are
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often not obvious and not foreseeable until well into the renovation process but can
jeopardize the entire budget of a project.

Access to business during construction – Our current location has one challenging
access issue already (Wallace Road can be accessed from Hwy 212 going East but not
West and cannot be accessed directly from Hwy 5). However, potential customers may
not be willing to attempt to re navigate if access is further restricted due to construction
of light rail, resulting in lost business.

While we are not opposed to the light rail project in general, we would object to the project
imposing on the Wallace Road area due to the detrimental effect on our business and property.
Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,
GlenNiece Kutsch
Auto Source, Inc.
Auto Source Holdings, LLC



zelda Curti 
<z.curti@rarovideousa.com> 

12/31/2012 12:10 PM

To swcorridor@co.hennepin.mn.us

cc

bcc

Subject 2024 thomas and the light rail

I am writing to complain about the proposed light rail through my backyard. Overall i am for 
public transportation but this area is so beautiful and the wild life so rare for a city that it really 
would be detrimental to have this line go through here at such frequency and velocity. Not to 
mention my property value plummeting. If there was some form of compensation for the drop in 
value this line might pose to my property then it might be more accepted. But it is not fair for 
those of us who might loose the nature and tranquility and value of our properties- just unethical.
Zelda Thomas Curti
2024 thomas ave s
minneapolis mn 55405

Zelda Curti | Editor | RaroVideo USA LLC
2024 Thomas Ave. S.
Minneapolis 55405
Minnesota USA
US     612.670.8474
Italy  335.6073181
z.curti@rarovideousa.com
www.rarovideousa.com
 

RaroVideo’s eclectic approach aims to publish quality works found in the cinema and visual art 
world.
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Sue Bombeck 
<SBombeck@TCWR.NET> 

12/31/2012 12:13 PM

To "swcorridor@co.hennepin.mn.us" 
<swcorridor@co.hennepin.mn.us>

cc Mark Wegner <MWegner@TCWR.NET>

bcc

Subject FW: CHS letter to Hennepin country re:  Proposed TCW re 
route

Good afternoon – 

Attached is another letter we received today, that was originally intended to be included in 
TCW’s DEIS Response.  Please accept it at this time.

Thank you

Sue Bombeck

Sue Bombeck

Twin Cities & Western Railroad

Office Manager

Office – (320) 864-7201

Cell – (612) 655-3401

From: Mack, Dan [mailto:Dan.Mack@chsinc.com] 
Sent: Monday, December 31, 2012 12:02 PM
To: Sue Bombeck; Mark Wegner
Subject: CHS letter to Hennepin country re: Proposed TCW re route

Mark and Sue,  attached is a letter from CHS to Hennepin county regarding the proposed re route 
of the TC&W rail line to accommodate the Southwest Transit project.   My apologize for being 
so late, I simply failed to respond within the time period you originally requested.   Hopefully, 
the CHS letter can still be included in the submittal to support TC&W’s and its shippers efforts. 
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Dan Mack 

CHS Inc. 

______________________________________________________________________
This outbound email has been scanned for all viruses by the MessageLabs Skyscan service.
For more information please visit http://www.symanteccloud.com
______________________________________________________________________





"Ward, Tamara" 
<tammy@hnampls.org> 

12/31/2012 12:20 PM

To "swcorridor@co.hennepin.mn.us" 
<swcorridor@co.hennepin.mn.us>

cc

bcc

Subject Comments concerning SW DEIS

Please find attched comments concerning Southwest Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Thank You

Tamara Ward
Harrison Neighborhood Association
Communications Organizer
612-374-4849
tammy@hnampls.org

See the link below to "Like" us on facebook
http://www.facebook.com/pages/Harrison Neighborhood Association/64331324047
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"Johnson, Thomas L." 
<Thomas.Johnson@gpmlaw.c
om> 

12/31/2012 12:57 PM

To "'swcorridor@co.hennepin.mn.us'" 
<swcorridor@co.hennepin.mn.us>

cc "Johnson, Thomas L." <Thomas.Johnson@gpmlaw.com>

bcc

Subject DEIS Comments

Attached are comments to the DEIS for the proposed Southwest Transitway submitted on behalf 
of the Kenilworth Preservation Group.

Thank you,

Tom J.

Thomas Johnson
Attorney

Gray Plant Mooty
500 IDS Center
80 South Eighth Street
Minneapolis, MN USA 55402

Phone: 612.632.3207
Fax: 612.632.4207

Thomas.Johnson@gpmlaw.com

Click Here For My
Bio

NOTICES: Pursuant to the rules of professional conduct set forth in Circular 230, as 
promulgated by the United States Department of the Treasury, unless we expressly state 
otherwise in this communication, nothing contained in this communication was intended or 
written to be used by any taxpayer for the purpose of avoiding penalties that may be imposed on 
the taxpayer by the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, and it cannot be used by any taxpayer for 
such purpose. No one, without our express prior written permission, may use or refer to any tax 
advice in this communication in promoting, marketing or recommending a partnership or other 
entity, investment plan or arrangement relating to any one or more taxpayers.

This message is from a law firm, and thus may contain or attach confidential information or an 
attorney-client communication that is confidential and privileged by law. It is not intended for 
transmission to, or receipt by, any unauthorized person. If you believe that you have received 
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this message or any attachment in error, simply delete both from your system without reading or 
copying, and notify the sender by e-mail or by calling 612-632-3000. Thank you. 

















<lightfoot.thad@dorsey.com> 

12/31/2012 01:51 PM

To <swcorridor@co.hennepin.mn.us>

cc

bcc

Subject Gander Mountain Company's Written Comments on the 
Southwest Transitway DEIS

Ms. Walker:

Dorsey & Whitney LLP represents Gander Mountain Company and on behalf of the company submits the
attached written comments on the Southwest Transitway DEIS. You will be receiving paper copies of
Gander Mountain’s comments and supporting attachments by courier this afternoon.

Thaddeus R. Lightfoot
Partner
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
D O R S E Y  &  W H I T N E Y  LLP
Suite 1500, 50 South Sixth Street
Minneapolis, MN 55402-1498
P: 612.492.6532  F: 612.486.9491  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

CONFIDENTIAL COMMUNICATION
E-mails from this firm normally contain confidential and privileged material, and are for the sole use of the intended recipient.
Use or distribution by an unintended recipient is prohibited, and may be a violation of law. If you believe that you received
this e-mail in error, please do not read this e-mail or any attached items.  Please delete the e-mail and all attachments,
including any copies thereof, and inform the sender that you have deleted  the e-mail, all attachments and any copies thereof.
Thank you.

Comment #513















































































































































































A��������� E 

T�������� A������� �� ��� A������ E������ �� SWLRT �� 
������ M�������� �������� �� RL�� I��� �D��� ��� ����� 



 
 

  
 
 

Technical Analysis 
of the Adverse Effects of SWLRT on

Gander Mountain 
 
 
 

Gander Mountain Store #489 
 

12160 Technology Drive 
Eden Prairie, Minnesota 

December 28, 2012 

 
 
 
  

Prepared for 
 

Gander  Moun ta in  
180 East 5th Street, Suite 1300 

St. Paul, MN 55101 

 
Prepared by 

 

R L K  I n c o r p o r a t e d  
6110 Blue Circle Drive - Suite 100 

Minnetonka, MN 55343 
 



RLK Incorporated   |  Technical Analysis of the Adverse Effects of SWLRT on Gander Mountain     12/28/12 1

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY…………………………………………………………………… 3

II. CURRENT SITE CONDITIONS AND STORE #489 ECONOMICS……………………..  6 
A. Current Site Conditions and Store #489 Operations  

B. Access and Traffic 

C. Store #489 Economics 

III. ADVERSE EFFECTS OF SWLRT ON GANDER MOUNTAIN STORE #489…………….  9 
A. Adverse Effects on Store #489 During SWLRT Construction 

1. Site Conditions and Store #489 Operations 
2. Access and Traffic 
3. Store #489 Economics 

B. Adverse Effects on Store #489 With SWLRT in Operation 

1. Site Conditions and Store Operations 
2. Access and Traffic 
3. Store #489 Economics 

IV. MEASURES TO MITIGATE THE ADVERSE EFFECTS ON STORE #489……………….. 23 

A. SWLRT Mitigation Measure That Meets the Project’s Purpose and Need 

B. SWLRT Mitigation Measure if SWLRT Remains on Technology Drive  

C. SWLRT Mitigation Measures That Do Not Meet the Project’s Purpose and Need 

1. Alternative 1A 
2. Northern Alternatives 



RLK Incorporated   |  Technical Analysis of the Adverse Effects of SWLRT on Gander Mountain     12/28/12 2

APPENDICES……………………………………………………………………………………. 26 

                  

Exhibit 1  DEIS Site Exhibit 

Exhibit 2    Aerial  

Exhibits 3A-D   Site Photos 

Exhibit 4  Existing Site Plan 

Exhibit 5    Existing Conditions with Truck Turning Movements 

Exhibit 6 SWLRT Project’s Proposed Technology Drive Alignment and  
Relocated Entrance Overlay on Existing Store #489 Conditions 

Exhibit 7 Truck Turning Movements at Gander Mountain Store #489  
Under SWLRT Project’s Proposed Technology Drive Alignment 

Exhibit 8 SWLRT Project’s Proposed Site Plan for Gander Mountain  
   Store #489 

Exhibit 9    Gander Mountain’s Competitors in Area 

Exhibit 10  Gander Mountain New Store Due Diligence Checklist 

Exhibit 11 Gander Mountain Store 52,000 SF Concept Plan Post-SWLRT 
Construction 

Exhibit 12 Gander Mountain Store 45,600 SF Concept Plan Post-SWLRT 
Construction 

Exhibit 13  Alternate Crossing Location for SWLRT Technology Drive Alignment 

Exhibit 14  Resumes 



RLK Incorporated   |  Technical Analysis of the Adverse Effects of SWLRT on Gander Mountain     12/28/12 3

I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
The Metropolitan Council and the Federal Transit Administration have published a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the proposed Southwest Transitway light rail 
transit (SWLRT) line. The stated purpose and need for the SWLRT is to provide a high-
capacity transit connection improving mobility, accessibility, and system linkages to major 
population and employment centers including Downtown Minneapolis, Chain of Lakes 
and Recreation Area, Excelsior and Grand, Downtown Hopkins, Golden Triangle 
Business District, Opus Business Park, and Eden Prairie Center. The DEIS considers 
several alternatives for providing high-capacity transit service in the Southwest Transitway 
study area, including Alternative 3A, which is the Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA). 
 
This report focuses on Segment 3 of the LPA, which includes the western portion of the 
SWLRT in Eden Prairie. Segment 3 identifies Technology Drive in Eden Prairie as part of 
the route for the light rail, progressing westbound from Flying Cloud Drive through Prairie 
Center Drive. In particular, this report considers the adverse effects on Gander Mountain 
Store #489 of placing the proposed SWLRT rail line on Technology Drive, as currently 
envisioned by Segment 3 and as depicted in DEIS Appendix F, Southwest Transitway 
Conceptual Design, LRT Alternative Segment 3 Plan and Profile, Sheet 4 of 15. The report 
first describes existing Store #489 conditions, then analyzes the adverse effects on Store 
#489 during SWLRT construction and SWLRT operation. The report concludes with a 
discussion of possible measures to mitigate the adverse effects on Store #489. 
 
Existing Conditions of Store #489 

Gander Mountain Store #489 officially opened for business in March 2007 and is located 
at 12160 Technology Drive on 4.7 acres in Eden Prairie, Minnesota. The site is bounded 
by Technology Drive to the south and Highway 212 to the north, and lies between Flying 
Cloud Drive to the east and Prairie Center Drive to the west. The only access to the store 
is from Technology Drive.  
 
This report begins by discussing existing conditions to establish a basis for evaluating the 
adverse effects of the SWLRT project on the store, including site conditions and store 
operations, access and traffic, and store economics. The existing conditions reflect 
successful operations and an economically viable store.  
 
Currently, Gander Mountain Store #489 is profitable and attracts approximately 200,000 
customers annually. Total sales at the store increased by 33 percent in 2012 as compared 
with the same period in 2011. This compares to only an 8 percent increase in total sales 
between 2011 and 2012 for other Gander Mountain stores in the Twin Cities market. Store 
#489 is served by two driveways (a main entrance and a delivery entrance) that provide 
ease of access. Internal circulation in the parking lot is currently well-conceived and 
separates delivery vehicles from customers. 
 
Adverse Effects on Store #489 During SWLRT Construction 
 
Placing the SWLRT on Technology Drive in front of Store #489 will generate significant 
adverse effects during construction of the line. The DEIS does not analyze any adverse 
effects on the store that will result from construction, and relies upon an aerial photograph 



RLK Incorporated   |  Technical Analysis of the Adverse Effects of SWLRT on Gander Mountain     12/28/12 4

of the site that does not reflect current conditions. As a result, it is unclear whether the 
DEIS proposes to eliminate the store’s delivery entrance. Eliminating the delivery entrance 
will make delivery truck access to the store virtually impossible, rendering the site unusable 
for Gander Mountain’s purposes.  
 
Even if the delivery (west) driveway access remains, Store #489 will suffer significant 
adverse effects during SWLRT construction. The DEIS envisions a new, single access to 
Store #489 constructed at approximately the center of the site. In addition, the DEIS 
shows that the existing main (east) entrance to the store will be eliminated. But the DEIS 
does not provide any details regarding the construction of the SWLRT on Technology 
Drive or of the new entrance for Gander Mountain, and makes no mention of the need 
for construction easements for staging and storing materials. RLK has analyzed the 
construction impacts to the site that the proposed access changes are likely to require and 
estimates that costs to make the modifications could exceed $200,000. In addition, the 
store will lose between 40 and 50 parking stalls during construction. Construction will also 
will change circulation patterns in the store’s parking lot, resulting in conflicts with 
pedestrians, cars, and trucks all competing for limited space.  
 
Driver perception will also result in adverse impacts on Store #489 during SWLRT 
construction, as road closures will force customers to travel an additional 6 to 7 minutes to 
reach the store. If drivers believe that Technology Drive is impassible or poses an access 
challenge as a result of SWLRT construction activity, drivers will avoid Store #489 in favor 
of stores along routes of lesser resistance. Trucks, cars, and pedestrians using the site will 
also need to be re-routed to avoid conflicts with construction equipment and construction 
zones. Gander Mountain estimates that customer traffic to Store #489 will drop by 
approximately 50 percent during SWLRT construction. 
 
Adverse Effects on Store #489 With SWLRT in Operation 
 
SWLRT operations on Technology Drive in Eden Prairie will have significant, long-term 
and permanent adverse effects on Gander Mountain Store #489. The SWLRT project will 
forever change access to the store from Technology Drive, providing the store with a main 
entrance that is unsuitable for a retail business. Traffic operations and safety will degrade 
as Gander Mountain’s customers will be forced to wait for long LRT trains to pass before 
they may enter the store’s parking lot. The SWLRT project will also impair traffic 
circulation in the store’s parking lot, forcing all vehicles—be they small passenger cars 
carrying customers or 18- wheel tractor trailers making deliveries—to use a single entrance. 
And even with the SWLRT project preserves the store’s delivery (west) driveway, the 
traffic pattern in the new parking lot guarantees that pedestrian, car, and delivery vehicle 
conflicts will be commonplace. These continuing impacts will result in significant annual 
net operating losses for the Gander Mountain Store #489, as Gander Mountain’s former 
customers choose competitors with safer and easier access. The DEIS contains no analysis 
of the impacts to commercial and retail use on Technology Drive after construction of the 
SWLRT project. However, Gander Mountain anticipates that SWLRT operations will 
result in a permanent reduction in annual store sales of approximately 30 percent.  
 
RLK, which assists Gander Mountain with site analysis for new store locations, has 
analyzed the Eden Prairie location as a vacant site, post-SWLRT construction and using 
Gander Mountain’s site selection criteria. Based upon that analysis, RLK concluded that 
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after SWLRT commences operations, the Eden Prairie site would no longer be a suitable 
location for a Gander Mountain store. 
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
The City of Eden Prairie has proposed relocating the Town Center Transit Station to the 
southeast, which would move the SWLRT alignment off of Technology Drive. Gander 
Mountain supports this proposed measure, because it: (1) eliminates the adverse impacts of 
SWLRT on Gander Mountain Store #489; (2) serves the purpose and need of the project, 
which is to link Eden Prairie Center with other population centers in the Twin Cities 
metropolitan area; and (3) is consistent with the City’s vision for the station as one that would 
serve mostly walkers and bikers from existing and planned uses in the Town Center area. 
 
If SWLRT must remain on Technology Drive, Gander Mountain suggests moving the 
point at which SWLRT will cross Technology Drive to the east. This measure would 
mitigate some of the adverse effects of SWLRT on Store #489, because it would allow the 
store to keep its existing main (east) entrance and resolves on-site traffic circulation issues. 
However, the measure would still result in long traffic back-ups, which are inherent in any 
SWLRT crossing of Technology Drive, no matter the crossing location. 
 
Conclusion 
 
This report concludes that construction of the SWLRT on Technology Drive will result in 
significant adverse effects on Gander Mountain Store #489. The Technology Drive 
alignment will degrade access, destroy site circulation, and imperil the store’s economic 
viability. The report identifies a mitigation measure—relocating the Town Center Station 
to the southeast—that meets the purpose and need of the project, has the full support of 
the City of Eden Prairie, and would address Gander Mountain’s concerns by moving the 
SWLRT alignment off of Technology Drive. 
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II. CURRENT SITE CONDITIONS AND STORE #489 ECONOMICS 
 
Gander Mountain Store #489 at 12160 Technology Drive in Eden Prairie, Minnesota, opened in 
March 2007. In 2012 the store was remodeled to the Gander Mountain Expanded Selection 
(GMEX) prototype and is developing a strong customer base. The store, located on the north 
side of Technology Drive, is open for business from 9 a.m. to 9 p.m. Monday through Saturday 
and from 10 a.m. to 6 p.m. on Sunday, with extended store hours for select holidays. 
Approximately 200,000 customers visit the store annually.  
 
The remainder of this section discusses existing conditions to establish a basis for evaluating the 
adverse effects of the SWLRT project on the store, including site conditions and store 
operations, access and traffic, and store economics. The existing conditions reflect successful 
operations and an economically viable store. 

A. Site Conditions  and Store #489 Operations 
 
The LPA in the DEIS uses an aerial photograph for Technology Drive that appears to be 8 to 
10 years old. (See DEIS Appendix F, Southwest Transitway Conceptual Design, LRT 
Alternative Segment 3 Plan and Profile, Sheet 4 of 15, reproduced for convenience as Exhibit 
1 to this report.) The photograph does not reflect current conditions and does not include 
Gander Mountain Store #489. Rather, the photograph depicts the previous land use on the 
site. For a diagram showing current site conditions, see Exhibit 2 to this report. For current 
site photographs, see Exhibits 3A-3D to this report. 
 
The current Store #489 site is crossed and bordered by multiple easements. The location of 
the Gander Mountain store on site has been dictated by the location of the easements and 
setbacks. There is no other location on this site where the Gander Mountain Store #489 
structure and parking lot could have been placed. (See Exhibit 4 to this report.) 
 
The Gander Mountain Store #489 site includes two access driveways, one to the east of the 
store used as the store’s main entrance and one to the west of the store used by delivery 
vehicles. These driveways have typical and safe design slopes (less than 2% grade) for an entry 
drive. In addition, the site has an access walkway to the existing pedestrian and bike trail on 
the south side of Technology Drive.  
 
The current site layout for Gander Mountain Store #489 provides 219 parking spaces. The 
parking lot is paved with curb and gutter and is signed and striped for the store use. The site 
includes parking lot lighting around the perimeter of the site as well as through the middle of    
the parking lot. Landscaping on the site includes screening of the parking lot, trees, shrubs, 
perennials, brick columns, ornamental fencing, berms, and an irrigation system.  
 
There is a stormwater pond located on the Gander Mountain site which is buffered by native 
plants. This pond was created within a former wetland and is protected under a conservation 
easement. 
 
The existing utility systems, which include the sanitary sewer, water, and stormwater systems, are 
functional and adequate for the site. 
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B. Access  and Traffic 

Gander Mountain Store #489 customers arrive and depart using Technology Drive, which 
connects to the regional road system. As discussed above, the store has are two access 
driveways to Technology Drive. The west access driveway serves store delivery vehicles. The 
east access driveway is the primary customer entrance and is identified by a monument sign. 
Customer vehicles are of all types, ranging from passenger vehicles to campers to pick-up 
trucks with extended trailers. 
  
Approximately 30 delivery vehicles service the Gander Mountain Store #489 weekly, usually 
during weekday morning hours. The delivery vehicles range from single axle delivery vans to 
73-foot, 18-wheel tractor-trailers. The delivery trucks enter the site using the west access 
driveway and proceed to the delivery docks at the northwest corner of the store. These 
vehicles unload their cargo at the delivery docks and then proceed eastbound along the 
northern side of Store #489. The delivery vehicles turn south at the site’s eastern boundary 
and exit the site using the east access driveway. This path separates delivery vehicles from 
customer vehicles, except when the delivery vehicles are exiting the site as the east access 
driveway. The existing delivery maneuvers within the site are safe and efficient. (See Exhibit 5 
to this report.)  
 
Technology Drive provides the only access to the Gander Mountain Store #489. The 
following discussion describes the existing traffic conditions of this store to establish a basis 
for comparison with and without the SWLRT. Currently, Technology Drive is a local street 
that functions as a collector route between Prairie Center Drive and Flying Cloud Drive. 
Year 2009 average daily two-way traffic volume was recorded by the Minnesota Department 
of Transportation (MnDOT) as 8,400 vehicles per day. 
   
There are no traffic signals on Technology Drive between Flying Cloud Drive and Prairie 
Center Drive. All driveways to Technology Drive are controlled with stop signs. The existing 
speed limit on Technology Drive is 45 mph. The lane arrangement for Technology Drive is 
unbalanced; that is, there are two through lanes westbound and a single through lane 
eastbound. In the area of Gander Mountain, there are no turn lanes on Technology Drive. 
There is an easterly downslope toward the Gander Mountain store from a crest near the 
property line between the Costco property and the Emerson property. However, the sight 
distance at the Gander Mountain Store #489 driveways meets MnDOT requirements. 

In December 2012, RLK Incorporated (RLK) conducted traffic counts on Technology 
Drive in front of Gander Mountain Store #489 to determine existing traffic operations at 
the site. The counts included eastbound and westbound traffic, as well as counts of traffic 
turning into the main (east) store entrance driveway and the delivery (west) driveway. RLK 
conducted the counts during a weekday p.m. peak hour and Saturday midday peak hour. 
Figure 1A illustrates the turning movement counts recorded for the weekday p.m. peak hour 
(4:15-5:15 p.m.). Figure 1B illustrates the turning movement counts recorded for the 
Saturday midday peak hour (12:15-1:15 p.m.). 
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Figure 1A.  Existing Weekday P.M. Peak Hour Turning Movements (Source: RLK) 

Figure 1B.  Existing Saturday Midday Peak Hour Turning Movements (Source: RLK) 

 
RLK tested the existing traffic operations at both the east and west driveway access points at 
Gander Mountain Store #489 and found good traffic flow with little delay. The current 
weekday p.m. peak hour traffic flow along Technology Drive allows for easy customer access 
in and out of the store site. The analysis of Saturday traffic operations yielded similar results, 
with a slight increase in customer delay exiting the site. 

C. Store #489 Economics 
 

Gander Mountain Store #489 store was remodeled and repositioned in April 2012 as the new 
GMEX prototype. The GMEX prototype showcases a larger number of firearms, as well as 
firearm accessories and services, than a traditional Gander Mountain store. The GMEX 
prototype also increases customer interest in areas such as fishing, hunting, and apparel. Total 
sales at the Eden Prairie store have increased by 33 percent in 2012 when compared to the 
same period in 2011. This compares to only an 8 percent increase in total sales between 2011 
and 2012 for other Gander Mountain stores in the Twin Cities market. Gander Mountain 
Store #489 is projected to experience an operating profit in 2012.  This will be the first annual 
operating profit in the store’s history.  
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III. ADVERSE EFFECTS OF SWLRT ON GANDER MOUNTAIN STORE #489 

A.  Adverse Effects on Store #489 During SWLRT Construction 
 
The construction of Segment 3 of the LPA on Technology Drive will have significant adverse 
effects on Gander Mountain Store #489. SWLRT construction will change traffic patterns on 
Technology Drive in the vicinity of Store #489. These traffic pattern changes will likely include 
temporary lane closures and temporary lane shifts, and potentially the temporary closure of entire 
segments of Technology Drive. In particular, the DEIS proposes that Segment 3 of the LPA will 
cross Technology Drive at-grade from south to north at a location immediately adjacent to Gander 
Mountain Store #489. (See DEIS at 2-31; DEIS Appendix F, Southwest Transitway Conceptual 
Design, LRT Alternative Segment 3 Plan and Profile, Sheet 4 of 15, reproduced for convenience as 
Exhibit 1 to this report.) The Technology Drive crossing will eliminate Store #489’s main entrance 
(east) driveway and require the creation of a new entrance for the store. Construction of the 
Technology Drive crossing will necessitate the temporary closure of Technology Drive east or west 
of the crossing, or both. The construction activity on Technology Drive will adversely affect the 
operations and economic viability of the Gander Mountain Store #489. 
 
The remainder of this section discusses how SWLRT construction will adversely affect 
Store #489, analyzing site conditions and store operations, access and traffic, and store 
economics. As demonstrated below, the temporary road closures and altered site access will 
adversely affect existing traffic safety in the store’s parking lot and on Technology Drive, and 
will significantly reduce the store’s current customer base. 
 

1. Site Conditions  and Store #489 Operations 
 
As noted above, the LPA in the DEIS uses an aerial photograph for Technology Drive that 
appears to be 8 to 10 years old, does not reflect current conditions, does not include the Gander 
Mountain store, and reflects the previous land use of the site. (See DEIS Appendix F, Southwest 
Transitway Conceptual Design, LRT Alternative Segment 3 Plan and Profile, Sheet 4 of 15, 
reproduced for convenience as Exhibit 1 to this report.) Exhibit 2 to this report reflects 2012 
conditions. See Exhibit 6 to this report for an overlay of the current Gander Mountain Store over 
the old DEIS layout. See Exhibits 3A-3D to this report for current site photos. 

The LPA in the DEIS depicts a new entrance for the Gander Mountain Store #489, but does so 
based upon outdated and inaccurate information. In fact, the DEIS shows the Gander Mountain 
Store #489 site with only a single access location at the center of the site, completely eliminating 
the delivery (west) driveway access point. Moreover, the DEIS describes the need for 
consolidation of access locations on Technology Drive. (See DEIS Chapter 6 at 6-46.)  

Given that the DEIS does not depict the existing delivery (west) driveway access for Store #489, 
it is unclear whether the SWLRT project is proposing to eliminate that driveway. Eliminating the 
existing delivery (west) driveway will cause significant adverse effects on Store #489, both 
during SWLRT construction and later when SWLRT begins operations. As discussed in Section 
II.B above and as illustrated on Exhibit 7 to this report, the circulation route for delivery trucks 
that the existing delivery driveway affords is of critical importance to the safety of Store #489’s 
parking lot and to the profitable operation of the store. Eliminating the delivery driveway will 
require that delivery trucks use the same access as Gander Mountain’s customers. This will make 
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delivery truck access to the loading docks virtually impossible, rendering the site unusable for 
Gander Mountain’s purposes. (See Exhibit 7 to this report.) 

Even if the delivery (west) driveway access remains, Store #489 will suffer significant adverse effects 
during SWLRT construction. The DEIS envisions a new, single access to Store #489 constructed at 
approximately the center of the site. In addition, the DEIS shows that the existing main (east) 
entrance to the store will be eliminated. (See DEIS Appendix F, Southwest Transitway Conceptual 
Design, LRT Alternative Segment 3 Plan and Profile, Sheet 4 of 15, reproduced for convenience as 
Exhibit 1 to this report.) But the DEIS does not provide any details regarding the construction of 
the SWLRT on Technology Drive or of the new entrance for Gander Mountain, and makes no 
mention of the need for construction easements for staging and storing materials. In short, the 
DEIS simply does not consider the SWLRT construction impacts on Gander Mountain Store #489.  
 
RLK has analyzed the construction impacts to the site that the proposed access changes are 
likely to require, including curb and gutter, parking lot, signage, striping, light poles, stormwater 
drainage, and landscaping. (See Exhibit 8 to this report.) In specific, SWLRT construction 
activities will disturb the overall site plan, requiring the following modifications: 
 

Pavement Removal 
Site “re-grading”/pavement restoration 
Curb & gutter removal/replacement 
Signage and striping removal/replacement 
Stormwater removals/redesign/re-configuration 

 
Other areas of the site adversely impacted by SWLRT construction are likely to include the 
stormwater pond and drainage structures. The stormwater pond is located east of the store’s 
paved parking area, directly north and adjacent to the proposed SWLRT line. Utility systems 
must be revised to accommodate the SWLRT construction, which will disrupt Gander 
Mountain’s service while the utilities are updated. These utilities include sanitary sewer lines, 
water mains, and the storm water system (manholes, catch basins, pipes, and the pond). RLK 
estimates that SWLRT construction will require modifications to the Gander Mountain Store 
#489 site will cost approximately $200,000. 
 
In addition, the forced redesign of the Gander Mountain Store #489 parking lot will reduce 
customer safety. The SWLRT construction will change circulation patterns in the store’s parking 
lot, resulting in conflicts with pedestrians, cars, and trucks all competing for limited space. 
Moreover, trucks, cars, and pedestrians using the site will need to be re-routed to avoid conflicts 
with construction equipment and construction zones. The existing pedestrian/bike access to the 
store will also need to be relocated; right now, it is within the area that the DEIS proposes as the 
new entrance for Store #489. 
 
RLK also estimates that Gander Mountain Store #489 will lose between 40 and 50 parking stalls 
during construction. The vast majority of these parking stalls are in prime locations, situated 
within 180 feet of the store entrance. A few additional parking stalls may be added back after 
construction is complete, but they will be located far from the store and at an elevation fully 8 feet 
below the store’s entry doors. Relocating the parking stalls may violate the Americans With 
Disabilities Act (ADA). At best, the SWLRT project will reduce the functionality of Store #489’s 
parking lot eliminating dozens of parking spaces and by replacing the store’s most desirable 
parking spots with spots that are much less desirable. (See Exhibit 7 to this report.) 
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The DEIS does not discuss how long it will take to construct the SWLRT project in the vicinity 
of Store #489 on Technology Drive. However, Gander Mountain experienced LRT 
construction impacts first-hand in St. Paul, where Central Corridor LRT construction disrupted 
traffic flow on University Avenue for nearly two years and included street closures and traffic 
rerouting. Gander Mountain can only assume similar construction conditions will be repeated at 
its Eden Prairie location. RLK estimates that, at a minimum, Gander Mountain’s customers, 
employees, and vendors will had to endure at least one construction season for SWLRT on 
Technology Drive. And during construction, traffic normally using Technology Drive will be re-
routed to other area roadways, thereby eliminating Store #489’s pass-by customer traffic.  
 
Driver perception will also result in adverse impacts on Store #489 during SWLRT construction. 
If drivers believe that Technology Drive is impassible or poses an access challenge as a result of 
SWLRT construction activity, drivers will avoid Store #489 in favor of stores along routes of 
lesser resistance. Gander Mountain estimates that customer traffic to Store #489 will drop by 
approximately 50 percent during SWLRT construction. 

2. Access and Traffic 

The DEIS outlines short-term and long-term effects of SWLRT construction on the overall 
corridor. Although Chapter 6 of the DEIS describes the transportation impacts associated with 
SWLRT, it does not discuss how construction will affect traffic on Technology Drive or in the 
area of Store #489. The DEIS simply mentions that Segment 3 of the LPA crosses Technology 
Drive at-grade. (DEIS at 6-20.) 
 
RLK has identified and analyzed the possible traffic operations and safety impacts to the Gander 
Mountain store site resulting from the Segment 3 SWLRT alignment. The proposed location of 
the on-street crossing is at the main Emerson property driveway intersection with Technology 
Drive, midway between the existing Gander Mountain main (east) and delivery (west) driveways. 
This on-street crossing will require closing the store’s existing main (east) driveway and creating 
a new four-way intersection at the SWLRT crossing. (See DEIS Appendix F, Southwest 
Transitway Conceptual Design, LRT Alternative Segment 3 Plan and Profile, Sheet 4 of 15, 
reproduced for convenience as Exhibit 1 to this report.) The new intersection will include traffic 
signals to control vehicles at the intersection and to ensure that vehicles stop when SWLRT 
trains pass through the crossing.  
 
Construction of the on-street, at-grade crossing in itself will limit the movement of vehicles on 
Technology Drive. The only access to Store #489 is from Technology Drive. During 
construction portions, or perhaps all, of Technology Drive will be closed. Limiting traffic on or 
closing Technology Drive during SWLRT will adversely affect Gander Mountain Store #489. If 
SWLRT construction is occurring east of the store, Gander Mountain customer traffic must 
have access to and from the west. This means Gander Mountain customers who normally access 
the store from the east will be diverted to Prairie Center Drive so that they may access the store 
from the west using Technology Drive. If SWLRT construction is occurring to the west of the 
store, Gander Mountain customers who normally access the store from the west must be 
redirected to Flying Cloud Drive so that they may access the store from the east using 
Technology Drive.  
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RLK investigated travel time changes associated with the anticipated closures of Technology 
Drive east or west of the store. The tables 1A and 1B below show the additional time it will take 
detoured customers to get to the Gander Mountain Store #489.  
 

Table 1A  
When Technology Drive is closed to the East 

Weekday P.M. Peak Hour (Source: RLK)

 Detour Time to Reach Gander Mountain 
To Store from East 6 minutes 
From Store to East 5 minutes 

 
 

Table 1B  
When Technology Drive is closed to the West 

Weekday P.M. Peak Hour (Source: RLK)

 Detour Time to Reach Gander Mountain 
To Store from West 6 minutes 
From Store to West 7 minutes 

 
 
The above tables illustrate extremely long travel times for Gander Mountain customers during  
SWLRT construction. These delays will result in customers choosing other, more conveniently 
accessible sporting goods stores. 
 

3. Store #489 Economics 
 
Gander Mountain expects Store #489 to experience a decrease in sales of between 50 and 60 
percent annually during SWLRT construction. This sales decrease will result in an annual net 
operating loss for the store—which is currently profitable—and is a direct result of access 
limitations on Technology Drive during SWLRT construction. Customers must travel on 
Technology Drive to reach the store; there are no alternate routes. During construction, 
Technology Drive will experience lane closures and shifts, and potential complete road closure. 
The store parking lot will experience constant change and disruption as a result of construction 
on Technology Drive, elimination of the store’s main entrance, and construction of the store’s 
new entrance. In addition, the parking lot will be under construction, with the loss of convenient 
parking spaces as well as conflicts with pedestrians, cars, delivery trucks, and SWLRT 
construction equipment. 
 
Two Gander Mountain competitors are nearby in the Eden Prairie market, which further 
complicates matters for Store #489. In 2012, Fleet Farm opened a new 270,000 square foot 
store that includes fishing, hunting, and camping products and services. Also in 2012, Arnstens 
opened a store that provides firearm products and services. (See Exhibit 9 to this report) 
 
In short, during SWLRT construction activities, customers will realize that Technology Drive is 
under construction and may be impassible, and that the Store #489 parking lot is dangerous and 
inconvenient. Gander Mountain Store #489 has nearby competitors offering convenient access 
and well-designed parking facilities. Gander Mountain’s customers will take the path of least 
resistance and avoid Store #489 during SWLRT construction. 
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B.  Adverse Effects on Store #489 With SWLRT in Operation  
 
SWLRT operations on Technology Drive in Eden Prairie will have significant, long-term adverse 
effects on Gander Mountain Store #489. The SWLRT project will forever change access to the 
store from Technology Drive, providing the store with a main entrance that is unsuitable for a 
retail business. Traffic operations and safety will degrade as Gander Mountain’s customers will 
be forced to wait for long LRT trains to pass before they may enter the store’s parking lot. The 
SWLRT project will also impair traffic circulation in the store’s parking lot, forcing all vehicles—
be they small passenger cars carrying customers or 18- wheel tractor trailers making deliveries—
to use a single entrance. And even with the SWLRT project preserves the store’s delivery (west) 
driveway, the traffic pattern in the new parking lot guarantees that pedestrian, car, and delivery 
vehicle conflicts will be commonplace. These continuing impacts will result in significant annual 
net operating losses for the Gander Mountain Store #489,  as Gander Mountain’s former 
customers choose competitors with safer and easier access. The remainder of this section 
discusses how SWLRT operations will adversely affect Store #489, analyzing site conditions and 
store operations, access and traffic, and store economics. 
 

1. Site Conditions and Store Operations 

The DEIS contains no analysis of the impacts to commercial and retail use on Technology Drive 
after construction of the SWLRT project. There is no discussion of the impacts on Gander 
Mountain’s business associated the forced redesign of Store #489’s access from Technology Drive 
and parking lot. The new main driveway entrance and the redesigned parking lot will have three 
significant adverse effects on Store #489: (1) it introduces long vehicle backups on Technology 
Drive; (2) it creates unsafe driveway grades; and (3) it permanently renders the store’s parking lot 
unsafe and inefficient.  
 
First, the new main entrance to Store #489 and new SWLRT intersection in front of the store will 
create lengthy backups of vehicles waiting to turn into the store’s parking lot or to exit onto 
Technology Drive. Every 7.5 minutes, an LRT a train will pass through the intersection, resulting 
in a 3.5-minute or longer delay per vehicle for entering or exiting traffic. And for traffic attempting 
to exit, cars waiting to leave the Gander Mountain parking lot will block parking stalls and 
otherwise disrupt circulation patterns—including blocking access to the store’s front door. Out of 
frustration, Gander Mountain’s former customers are likely to choose a competing sporting goods 
store with easier access. 

Second, the store’s new main entrance will have an unsafe driveway grade. The new access to the 
Gander Mountain Store #489 will have slopes at the driveway entry that exceed 4 percent, which 
is an unsafe condition when road surfaces are wet or icy. This is undesirable and results in 
degradation of customer safety. A safe design would include an area at the intersection with 
slopes at 2 percent or less where vehicles may safely wait to exit onto Technology Drive.  
 
Third, the store’s reconfigured parking lot will be inefficient and unsafe. The SWLRT project 
will provide Store #489 with a new main entrance at the center of the property, permanently 
eliminating approximately 15 prime parking spaces with a new drive aisle immediately in front of 
the store. The drive aisle effectively separates the store from the parking field, so now customers 
must cross the drive aisle to walk into the store and must cross the drive aisle again to return to 
their vehicles. This creates two potential safety problems: 1) as vehicles wait for pedestrians to  
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cross into or out of the store, they may back-up to Technology Drive and block through traffic 
on Technology Drive, and 2) vehicles may not respect pedestrians in the cross-walk, 
jeopardizing their safety.  
 
In addition, the new store entrance will permanently complicate parking lot circulation. As 
discussed above, even if the delivery (west) entrance remains after the SWLRT project is 
complete, vehicles making deliveries to Gander Mountain delivery trucks will have to modify 
their delivery patterns. With the new parking lot, delivery trucks exiting the loading docks will be 
forced to drive through the center of the parking lot, cross the new access aisle, and proceed 
back to the west entrance. With the newly relocated main entrance, it is physically impossible for 
delivery trucks to exit using the main driveway. This delivery circulation requires trucks 1) to 
attempt a very difficult maneuver between dual-sided parking aisles, which will not be possible if 
vehicles are not completely within the stripe parking stall; 2) cross over portions of the parking 
lot that will be heavily traveled by store patrons; and 3) exit at the west access.  (See Exhibit 7 to 
this report.) 
 

2. Access and Traffic 
 

a. The DEIS Did Not Analyze the SWLRT Crossing on Technology Drive as 
an At-Grade Crossing 

 
The DEIS did not identify the SWLRT crossing on Technology Drive as an at-grade crossing 
that warranted a traffic analysis. Omitting such analysis is inconsistent with the methodology of 
the DEIS. To determine whether an at-grade crossing warranted a traffic analysis, the DEIS 
used a Roadway Crossing Analysis Decision Tree (RCADT). The decision tree calls for a traffic 
analysis if: (1) a crossing is at-grade; (2) there is a signalized intersection with 200 feet of the 
crossing; and (3) the average annual daily traffic volume at the crossing is more than 5,000 
vehicles per day. (See DEIS, Appendix H, at 296). Technology Drive is an at-grade crossing and 
will be signalized. The existing traffic volume exceeds 5,000 vehicles per day. Therefore, under 
RCADT, the DEIS should have included a traffic analysis for the crossing. 
 

b. The Adverse Effects on Gander Mountain of the At-Grade Crossing on 
Technology Drive 

 
Because the DEIS did not include a traffic analysis for the at-grade crossing on Technology 
Drive, RLK prepared a traffic analysis for the crossing. In particular, RLK analyzed the likely 
traffic impacts of the crossing on commercial and retail uses on Technology Drive—and 
specifically at Gander Mountain Store #489—during SWLRT transit operations. As discussed 
below, RLK’s analysis identified substantial adverse impacts.  
 
  i. Methodology 
 
In preparing its traffic analysis, RLK used the same assumptions as the DEIS, considered the 
same future years as the DEIS, and relied upon standard models. The DEIS considered two 
future years for after-construction conditions – 2018 and 2030. Overall, the DEIS assumed an 
additional million persons will inhabit the seven county metro area by the year 2030. In addition, 
the DEIS assumes an annual traffic growth rate of 1.12%. Therefore, to measure the traffic 
impact of the SWLRT operation on Technology Drive and at the crossing, RLK modeled the 



RLK Incorporated   |  Technical Analysis of the Adverse Effects of SWLRT on Gander Mountain     12/28/12 1�

future traffic conditions for years 2018 and 2030. The analysis considered conditions with and 
without the SWLRT for comparison purposes. 
  
For the conditions with SWLRT trains present, RLK considered the following assumptions 
which are set forth in the DEIS at Chapter 2, page 25: SWLRT trains will run 20 hours per day, 
7 days per week. SWLRT trains will operate every 7.5 minutes during peak times (6-9:45am and 
3-7:15pm), every 10 minutes during midday and evenings, and every 30 minutes from 4-6am and 
9pm-1am.  RLK modeled conditions for the p.m. peak hour (4:15 – 5:15 p.m. and Saturday 
midday peak hour (12:15 to 1:15 p.m.).  Therefore, RLK modeled 8 trains in each direction (one 
train every 7.6 minutes) for the p.m. peak hour, and 6 trains in each direction for the Saturday 
midday condition (one train every 10 minutes). 
 
The DEIS also did not consider the type of traffic control that is appropriate for the Technology 
Drive at-grade crossing, or whether the new entrance for Store #489 will be adversely affects by the 
crossing. Based on preliminary plans showing the tracks crossing Technology Drive diagonally, the 
Minnesota Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MnMUTCD) identifies requirements for 
crossing gates for at-grade angled LRT crossings (See Figure 2.) With the required configuration set 
forth in Figure 2, the distance between the new SWLRT crossing at the main Gander Mountain 
driveway and the delivery (west) driveway is less than 150 feet. Any eastbound vehicle back-up will 
routinely extend well to the west of the delivery driveway, blocking that entrance. 

Figure 2.  Crossing Gate Spacing Requirements at Angled LRT Crossings 
 

OBTUSE ANGLE            ACUTE ANGLE

Source:  Minnesota Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices, page 8C-6. 
 
 
  ii. Traffic Analysis 
 
RLK’s analysis found that in both 2018 and 2030, the SWLRT at-grade crossing in front of Gander 
Mountain Store #489 will adversely affect traffic mobility on Technology Drive. Once traffic enters 
Technology Drive from Prairie Center Drive from the west or Flying Cloud Drive from the east, it 



RLK Incorporated   |  Technical Analysis of the Adverse Effects of SWLRT on Gander Mountain     12/28/12 1�

is trapped and must wait every time a train crosses. There are no other streets that connect 
Technology Drive. The SWLRT crossing, therefore, will create very long queues of vehicles (as 
many as 54 cars by 2030).  
 
The results of the 2018 analysis are summarized below. Figures 3A and 3B reflect traffic 
conditions without SWLRT. 

Figure 3A.  Year 2018 No-Build Weekday P.M. Peak Hour Turning Movements (Source: RLK) 

Figure 3B.  Year 2018 No-Build Saturday Midday Peak Hour Turning Movements (Source: RLK) 

 
 
Under the 2018 no-build scenario (that is, without SWLRT on Technology Drive), the Store 
#489 driveways and the Emerson driveway intersections operate acceptably, with short average 
vehicle delays. These acceptable operations are the result of free-flowing through movement of 
traffic eastbound and westbound on Technology Drive. 
 
However, the situation changes markedly with the SWLRT at-grade crossing. As discussed 
above, SWLRT construction will align the main driveway of Gander Mountain Store #489 with 
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the Emerson driveway, and include an at-grade LRT crossing on Technology Drive. As a result, 
the SWLRT project creates a four-way intersection that is bisected by light rail. Figures 4A and 
4B, which reflects the 2018 SWLRT build scenario, illustrates turning movements created by the 
combining of the driveways. 

Figure 4A.  Year 2018 Build Weekday P.M. Peak Hour Turning Movements (Source: RLK) 

Figure 4B.  Year 2018 Build Saturday Midday Peak Hour Turning Movements (Source: RLK) 

 
The 2018 traffic operations reflecting the SWLRT are degraded with significant increases in 
vehicle delay. The vehicle back-ups will be very long, especially while a train is crossing 
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Technology Drive. Note that the traffic signal at the crossing must clear the intersection of 
traffic before the train approaches the crossing, and that the crossing gates must be lowered.   
 
The train does not slow at the intersection and proceeds across Technology Drive while all 
vehicular traffic is stopped. For comparison, RLK measured the time it took for an LRT train to 
cross and clear a similar intersection on the Hiawatha Light Rail line, and found the time was 
approximately 50 seconds. RLK projects a similar crossing time for SWLRT at the Technology 
Drive at-grade crossing. 
 
Traffic engineers use a measure called the 95th percentile queue. This measurement defines the 
vehicle queue length (distance, in feet, that vehicles are backed-up in line waiting to move) that 
has only a 5-percent chance of occurring during the analysis period. RLK modeled the 95th 
percentile queue for the 2018 SWLRT build scenario on Technology Drive at both the weekday 
p.m. peak hour and the Saturday midday peak hour. Tables 2A and 2B present the modeled 
results: 

Table 2A.  2018 95th Percentile Queue Lengths (Build) – Weekday P.M. Peak Hour (Source: RLK)

95th percentile queue (in feet) 
�ast�oun� Tec�nolog� Drive �8� �appro�. �� cars� 
Westbound Technology Drive 379 (approx. 17 cars) 

Northbound Emerson Driveway 42 (approx. 2 cars) 
Southbound Main Gander Mountain Driveway 51 (approx. 3 cars) 

Southbound Delivery Driveway 33 (approx. 2 cars) 

Table 2B.  2018 95th Percentile Queue Lengths (Build) – Saturday Midday Peak Hour (Source: RLK) 

95th percentile queue (in feet) 
Eastbound Technology Drive 891 (approx. 40 cars) 
Westbound Technology Drive 584 (approx. 27 cars) 

Northbound Emerson Driveway 28 (approx. 1 car) 
Southbound Main Gander Mountain Driveway 178 (approx. 8 cars) 

Southbound Delivery Driveway 54 (approx. 2 cars) 

As the tables above illustrate, the back-ups resulting from the SWLRT crossing on Technology 
Drive range from a low of approximately 2 cars to a high of approximately 40 cars.  
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The results of RLK’s 2030 analysis are summarized below. Figures 5A and 5B reflect traffic 
conditions in a 2030 no build scenario (that is, without SWLRT). 

Figure 5A.  Year 2030 No-Build Weekday P.M. Peak Hour Turning Movements (Source: RLK)

Figure 5B.  Year 2030 No-Build Saturday Midday Peak Hour Turning Movements (Source: RLK) 

 
 
The analysis of the 2030 no-build scenario (that is, without the SWLRT) indicates heavier traffic 
volumes on Technology Drive by 2030 will create the need for additional capacity (i.e., more lanes).  
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Figures 6A and 6B illustrate the turning movements for the 2030 SWLRT build scenario. 

Figure 6A.  Year 2030 Build Weekday P.M. Peak Hour Turning Movements (Source: RLK) 

Figure 6B.  Year 2030 Build Saturday Midday Peak Hour Turning Movements (Source: RLK) 
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RLK also modeled the 95th percentile queue for the 2030 SWLRT build scenario, for both the 
weekday p.m. peak hour and Saturday midday peak hour. The results of the modeling are set 
forth in Tables 3A and 3B. 

Table 3A.  2030 95th Percentile Queue Lengths (Build) – Weekday P.M. Peak Hour (Source: RLK) 

95th percentile queue (in feet) 
Eastbound Technology Drive 475 (approx. 22 cars) 
Westbound Technology Drive 442 (approx. 21 cars) 

Northbound Emerson Driveway 43 (approx. 2 cars) 
Southbound Main Gander Mountain Driveway 54 (approx. 3 cars) 

Southbound Delivery Driveway 38 (approx. 2 cars) 

Table 3B.  2030 95th Percentile Queue Lengths (Build) – Saturday Midday Peak Hour (Source: RLK) 

95th percentile queue (in feet) 
Eastbound Technology Drive 93� (approx. 43 cars) 
Westbound Technology Drive 1�190 (approx. 54 cars) 

Northbound Emerson Driveway 27 (approx. 1 cars) 
Southbound Main Gander Mountain Driveway 242 (approx. 11 cars) 

Southbound Delivery Driveway 47 (approx. 2 cars) 

As the above tables illustrate, the back-ups resulting from the SWLRT crossing on Technology 
Drive are substantially worse under the 2030 build scenario than under the 2018 build scenario. 
By 2030, the back-ups range from a low of approximately 2 cars to a high of approximately 54 
cars. Such back-ups alone will require over 2.5 minutes to clear. And as discussed above, the 
stopped time for the LRT train to cross and clear the intersection is approximately 1 minute, 
based upon RLK’s measurements of the Hiawatha Light Rail line. Therefore, by 2030 traffic at 
Gander Mountain Store #489 will have delays of at least 3.5 minutes per vehicle when an LRT 
train crosses Technology Drive. The southbound vehicle back-up will extend beyond the 
Gander Mountain front door and into the drive aisles. This will result in gridlock. 
 
The long vehicle back-ups that develop along Technology Drive at a result of the SWLRT 
crossing create a hazardous traffic condition. Long vehicle queues translate into excessive delays 
for drivers from each direction. Under the circumstances, drivers exiting at unsignalized 
driveways onto Technology Drive will become impatient, accepting smaller gaps for their merge 
into traffic. This type driver reaction increases the potential for accidents and area-wide gridlock. 
 
From traffic and transportation perspectives, the Technology Drive alignment for SWLRT suffers 
from incomplete analysis, will unsafe access conditions, and significantly impedes vehicle mobility.  
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3. Store #489 Economics 
 

Gander Mountain anticipates that SWLRT operations will result in a permanent reduction in 
annual store sales of approximately 30 percent. With the loss of annual sales, Store #489 will 
experience a permanent annual net operating loss. After SWLRT commences operations, the 
store will have dramatically impaired access to and from Technology Drive. The store’s new 
main entrance and reconfigured parking lot will adversely affect access and make delivery vehicle 
operations virtually impossible. It will also make the store parking lot unsafe for store customers. 
Gander Mountain customers who patronize competitors during construction will continue to do 
so once the SWLRT line is operational. And, as discussed above, Gander Mountain competes 
with several well-designed retail stores in Eden Prairie at which customers will not face the 
traffic delays and safety issues that SWLRT will inflict on Store #489. 
 
RLK and its affiliates assist Gander Mountain with site analysis for new store locations. RLK 
analyzed the Eden Prairie store location as a vacant site, post-SWLRT construction, using 
Gander Mountain’s site selection criteria. The full site analysis is Exhibit 10 to this report. Based 
on Gander Mountain’s current site selection criteria, RLK has concluded that after SWLRT 
commences operations, Eden Prairie site would no longer be a suitable location for a Gander 
Mountain store for the following reasons: 
 

1. The presence of SWLRT severely restricts access to and from the site. This restricted 
access is not conducive to a retail operation such as a Gander Mountain store.  

2. Several utility and drainage easements encumber the site. These encumbrances, in 
conjunction with unsuitable soil conditions, will likely make the site more expensive to 
develop and more expensive to construct a store. 

3. Gander Mountain’s preferred 52,000 SF prototype will not fit on the site. 

4. Gander Mountain’s secondary 45,600 SF prototype will require several variances to 
adequately fit on the site and to meet local government development regulations. 

(See Exhibits 11-12 to this report.) 
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IV.   MEASURES TO MITIGATE THE ADVERSE EFFECTS ON STORE #489 

A.  SWLRT Mitigation Measure That Meets the Project’s Purpose and Need 
 

The City of Eden Prairie has proposed relocating the Town Center Transit Station to the 
southeast. As a result, the SWLRT alignment would move off of Technology Drive. This report 
strongly supports Eden Prairie’s suggested relocation of the Town Center Transit Station. 
Relocating the Town Center Transit Station to the southeast also serves the purpose and need of 
the project, which is to link Eden Prairie Center with other population centers in the Twin Cities 
metropolitan area. In addition, relocating the Town Center Transit Station to the southeast is 
consistent with the City’s vision for the station as one that would serve mostly walkers and 
bikers from existing and planned uses in the Town Center area. Relocating the Town Center 
Transit Station and moving the SWLRT alignment off of Technology Drive would resolve the 
adverse impacts of SWLRT on Gander Mountain Store #489. 

 
B. SWLRT Mitigation Measure if SWLRT Must Remain on Technology Drive  

 
This report identifies the many adverse impacts associated with the SWLRT alignment on 
Technology Drive. However, if SWLRT must remain on Technology Drive, Gander Mountain 
suggests moving the point at which SWLRT will cross Technology Drive to the east. This 
measure may mitigate some of the adverse effects of SWLRT on Store #489, because the store 
could keep its existing main (east) entrance. That is, this mitigation measure will eliminate the 
need to redesign the store’s internal parking lot layout, lighting, grading, stormwater, monument 
sign, and landscaping. This measure is consistent with the LPA described in the DEIS. However, 
as discussed above, this measure does not meet the purpose and need of a transit station that 
links Eden Prairie Center with other population centers Twin Cities. As the City of Eden Prairie 
has explained, the location of the Town Center Transit Station on Technology Drive is simply 
too far from Town Center and Eden Prairie Center. 

 
An LRT at-grade crossing at the location shown on Exhibit 13 to this report would reduce the 
construction impacts for the Gander Mountain site. The existing main driveway and delivery 
driveway would operate as they do currently. Through traffic along Technology Drive would be 
restricted during construction.  
 
In addition, even if moved to the east, the at-grade crossing on Technology Drive will cause long 
traffic back-ups that will adversely affect Store #489. Tables 4A and 4B summarize the traffic 
impact to the Gander Mountain site access for the 2018 SWLRT build scenario with the crossing 
location moved east to the position depicted in Exhibit 13 to this report. Tables 4C and 4D 
summarize traffic impact to the Gander Mountain site access for the 2030 SWLRT build 
scenario with the crossing location moved east to the position depicted in Exhibit 13 to this 
report. These tables include an approximate number of vehicles in each queue length.  

 
In 2030, eastbound back-ups approach Gander Mountain’s main driveway, especially in the 
Saturday midday condition.  
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Table 4A.  RELOCATED CROSSING - 2018 95th Percentile Queue Lengths (Build) – 
Weekday P.M. Peak Hour (Source: RLK)

 95th percentile queue (in feet) 
Eastbound Technology Drive 454 (approx. 21 cars) 
Westbound Technology Drive 293 (approx. 14 cars) 
Northbound Emerson Driveway 51 (approx. 3 cars) 
Southbound Main Gander Mountain Driveway 47 (approx. 2 cars) 
Southbound Delivery Driveway 27 (approx. 1 cars) 

Table 4B.  RELOCATED 2018 95th Percentile Queue Lengths (Build) – Saturday Midday 
Peak Hour (Source: RLK) 

 95th percentile queue (in feet) 
Eastbound Technology Drive 775 (approx. 35 cars) 
Westbound Technology Drive 551 (approx. 25 cars) 

Northbound Emerson Driveway 15 (approx. 1 cars) 
Southbound Main Gander Mountain Driveway 121 (approx. 5 cars) 

Southbound Delivery Driveway 57 (approx. 3 cars) 

Table 4C.  RELOCATED CROSSING - 2030 95th Percentile Queue Lengths (Build) – 
Weekday P.M. Peak Hour (Source: RLK)

 95th percentile queue (in feet) 
Eastbound Technology Drive 476 (approx. 22 cars) 
Westbound Technology Drive 440 (approx. 21 cars) 

Northbound Emerson Driveway 56 (approx. 3 cars) 
Southbound Main Gander Mountain Driveway 170 (approx. 9 cars) 

Southbound Delivery Driveway 40 (approx. 2 cars) 

Table 4D.  RELOCATED 2030 95th Percentile Queue Lengths (Build) – Saturday Midday 
Peak Hour (Source: RLK) 

 95th percentile queue (in feet) 
Eastbound Technology Drive 937 (approx. 43 cars) 
Westbound Technology Drive 621 (approx. 28 cars) 

Northbound Emerson Driveway 25 (approx. 1 cars) 
Southbound Main Gander Mountain Driveway 168 (approx. 9 cars) 

Southbound Delivery Driveway 56 (approx. 3 cars) 
 
 
Moving the a-grade crossing to the east resolves some on-site circulation issues for Gander 
Mountain Store #489, but would still result in long traffic back-ups. Such back-ups are 
inherent in any SWLRT crossing of Technology Drive, no matter the crossing location. 
(See Exhibit 12 to this report.) 
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C. SWLRT Mitigation Measures That Do Not Meet the Project’s Purpose and Need 
 
Alternative 1A analyzed in the DEIS lacks local support. In addition, Alternative 1A does not 
appear to link Eden Prairie Center with other population centers in the Twin Cities metropolitan 
area, which is one of the purposes of the project. However, Alternative 1A would address 
Gander Mountain’s concerns because that alternative does not include an SWLRT alignment on 
Technology Drive. 

 
In the course of preparing this report, RLK considered several northern alignments for SWLRT, 
which would have moved the alignment off of Technology Drive. One alignment considered 
was to route SWLRT along the south side of TH 212. Another considered was to run SWLRT 
down the center median of TH 212. Each of these alignments addresses Gander Mountain’s 
concerns. However, both alignments would have removed the Town Center Transit Station 
from the area, which does not meet the project’s purpose of linking link Eden Prairie Center 
with other population centers in the Twin Cities metropolitan area. 
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Exhibit 1 

DEIS Site Exhibit 
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Exhibit 2 

Aerial
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Exhibit 3 Exhibits 3A-D 

Site Photos 
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Exhibit 4 

Existing Site Plan 
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Exhibit 5 

Existing Conditions with Truck Turning Movements 
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Exhibit 6  

SWLRT Project’s Proposed 
Technology Drive Alignment and

Relocated Entrance Overlay 
on Existing Store #489 Conditions 
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Exhibit 7 

Truck Turning Movements at
Gander Mountain Store #489

Under SWLRT Project’s Proposed 
Technology Drive Alignment 
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Exhibit 8 

SWLRT Project’s Proposed Site Plan 
for Gander Mountain Store #489 
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Exhibit 9 

Gander Mountain’s Competitors in Area 
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Exhibit 10 

Gander Mountain New Store 
Due Diligence Checklist 
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GANDER MOUNTAIN NEW STORE DUE DILIGENCE CHECKLIST 

 
 
The Gander Mountain Store #489 Store was analyzed as a vacant site, post-SWLRT construction, 
using Gander Mountain’s site selection criteria. This full site analysis is based on Gander Mountain’s 
current site selection criteria and concludes that after SWLRT commences operations, the Gander 
Mountain Store #489 site will no longer be a suitable location for a Gander Mountain store. 
 
The following items were considered in this analysis of site selection for a Gander Mountain Store. 
 

Analysis of Overall Site 
 
This site is currently zoned Regional Service Commercial and allows for retail stores.  However, 
there are several unique characteristics of this site that need to be considered in the analysis of 
locating a retail store on this property. Physical constraints beyond the wedge shape of the property 
include the presence of existing sanitary sewer lines with easements, the presence of large overhead 
electric lines and associated poles, and the presence of a varying width drainage and utility easement 
that wraps the entire parcel.  In short, these constraints significantly restrict where a building may be 
placed on this property. 
 
 
Access to this site is very limited by the presence of a Light Rail Transit (LRT) line running along the 
southern border of the property for more than one half of the property's length. It appears that 
access for inbound customers and trucks would be limited to the intersection where the LRT 
switches from the north side to the south side of Technology Drive. As the site is not large enough 
to accommodate the turn-around of delivery trucks, a second access point near the western property 
line would be required, as depicted on the included concept plan. (Exhibit 12) 
 
The operational protocols of the LRT are not known at this time. It is assumed that this line will be 
regularly used during business hours. Each time the line is used, customer and delivery truck access 
to the store will be interrupted at the main entrance for up to several minutes. Noise and vibration 
concerns on the store operations should also carefully be considered. 
 
 
Analysis of 52,000 SF Prototype 
 
It is our understanding that Gander Mountain would prefer to place a 52 K SF prototype store 
(Exhibit 12) on this site. However, several of the site factors mentioned above would prevent this 
from happening. As can be seen on Exhibit 12, a 52 K SF prototype footprint simply cannot be 
positioned on this site and also allow for truck access or the required parking. The City's Land 
Development Regulations require 5 parking spaces per 1000 SF (260 spaces for a store of this size). 
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Analysis of 45,600 SF Prototype 
 
Given the site cannot support Gander Mountain’s standard 52 K SF prototype building, we 
generated a concept plan for Gander Mountain’s smaller 45.6 K SF prototype. (See Exhibit 12.) It is 
unknown whether the market economics in Eden Prairie would support a smaller store and this 
should be analyzed.  
 
Although the building fits on the lot, there are several considerations that need to be addressed. The 
first issue is the building setback requirements contained in the City's Land Development Code. The 
code provides that the front yard building setback is 35 feet. If the City determines the front yard to 
be that portion of the lot along Technology Drive, the 45.6 K SF building would not fit on this site 
and still allow truck access. As depicted, it is currently only shown to be only 15 feet away from the 
property line. It may be possible to obtain a variance for the building setback, but this would need to 
be confirmed with City staff. 
 
As shown, there is only enough room to fit 178 parking spaces on this site with the prototype 
building. This equates to a parking ratio of only 3.8 spaces per 1000 SF. As mentioned, the City 
Code requires 5.0 spaces per 1000 SF of building size. As a matter of practice, Gander Mountain’s 
sites are typically not designed to have less than 4 spaces per 1000 SF.  In fact, whenever possible 
these sites are designed using parking spaces that are 10 feet wide to better accommodate customer 
trucks. That would not be possible on this site.  If a parking variance could not be obtained, this site 
would require an above- or below-ground parking structure. 
 
It is assumed that adequately sized stormwater facilities could be located north of the parking field in 
the wedge portion of the site.  
 
 
Summary and Recommendation 
 
Based on all of the above listed constraints, with the presence of the LRT and its disruptions to site 
access, this site is not conducive to the development of a Gander Mountain store. Gander Mountain’s 
preferred store size of 52,000 SF simply cannot be placed on the site. Although a 45,600 SF store foot 
print does physically fit on the site, there are several variances that would need to be obtained. If the 
front yard setback variance cannot be obtained, the site does not fit the smaller prototype foot print, 
either. 
  
Given the physical characteristics of this site, it is likely that development of a store will incur 
significantly higher site development costs than is typical for a Gander Mountain site. This will be due to 
the elevation change over the site, the added construction costs associated with a formerly contaminated 
site, the large overhead power lines, the potential need to relocate portions of the existing sewer line, 
and the potential need to construct a parking structure. 
 
For all of the above reasons, we recommend that Gander Mountain not proceed with its plans to 
develop a store at this location. There are simply too many issues with this site. 
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Exhibit 11 

Gander Mountain Store 52,000 SF Concept Plan 
Post-SWLRT Construction 
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Exhibit 12 

Gander Mountain Store 45,600 Concept Plan 
Post-SWLRT Construction 
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Exhibit 13

Alternate Crossing Location for 
SWLRT Technology Drive Alignment 
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Exhibit 14

Resumes
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Butler Route from I-35E to intersection with Prior Street/Transfer Road.  Responsibilities 
included Managing Traffic Data Collection activities; Analyzing Existing and Design 
Year (2030) Traffic Operations for three build alternatives and one no-build alternative; 
Analyzing Truck Traffic Impacts; and Developing Environmental Assessment Worksheet 
responses to Traffic, Air Quality and Noise Analyses.  Analysis utilized traffic projections 
for each alternative taken from the Met Council 2030 Travel Demand Model and 
comparing the traffic operation results using SYNCHRO and SimTraffic software.  
Measure of Effectiveness, including Levels of Service, total travel time, total delay, and 
volumes of relocated truck traffic were developed for each alternative.

Design-Build – Mn/DOT District 4 Sign Replacement Design-Build, TH 28, 29, 34, 113 
and 114, northwestern Minnesota.  Professional Traffic Operations Engineer responsible for 
the field assessment of existing signs, field design layouts of new sign installations, 
preparation of assessment and design spreadsheets, and inventory of all signs at the 
project’s completion.  Project contained over 7000 signs on five Trunk Highways in District 
4.  Performed as a design-build project.  Certified spreadsheets on each submittal package.   

Work Zone Traffic Control – Minnesota Department of Transportation, TH 55 Mill and 
Overlay, Rosemount, Minnesota.  Senior Traffic Engineer responsible for the preparation 
of detour plans and staging plans for milling and overlaying 6.6 miles of Trunk Highway 
55 in the City of Rosemount and Nininger Township.  The project also included corridor 
detour and traffic control plans to permit limited use of the road during the three phases of 
construction.  The construction staging was cognizant of access to private driveways, and 
special signing for affected businesses.



JEFF WESTENDORF
RLA, LEED AP BD + C

LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT

JEFF WESTENDORF is a Registered Landscape Architect with over eleven years of 
experience in the landscape architecture profession. He has an extensive inventory of 
site design experience, including sport complexes, casino and resorts, streetscape 
improvements, municipal parks, and highway beautification. Mr. Westendorf�s 
responsibilities include conceptual design, schematic design, design development, and 
construction document preparation. �eff provides clients with concise results from his 
knowledge and experience with construction issues and attention to detail and results 
that are based on site design. 

SELECTED PROJECT EXPERIENCE

Bruce Vento Trail, St. Paul, MN    
Project manager responsible for  coordination of City staff, neighborhood, and bridge 
design; project scope is preparing 30� design plans for image placement and cost for 
a bridge to span 300 feet of highway and railroad tracks. 

Lower Afton Trail, St. Paul, MN
Landscape architect for one mile of an off-road multi-purpose trail that navigated a 5� 
grade throughout the run of the trail. Designed the trail layout and site amenities.

Trunk Highway 169 Design Build, St. Peter, MN
Project landscape architect and manager for implementing the detail design of the site, 
landscape, amenities for the project. Coordinated with project design team and 
responsible for final design and construction coordination with contractors. 

East River Parkway, Minneapolis, MN (MPRB)
Landscape architect for a 2.0 mile Bicycle and Pedestrian Trail Reconstruction. Designed 
the trail layout and site amenities. Project included cultural resource review, concept 
through final design, lighting, WPA wall reconstruction, conformance to State Aid and 
MnDOT guidelines.

Grand Casino Hotel - Mille Lacs, MN
Landscape design for a new hotel site adjacent to the Casino. The min entrance was 
designed with a Native American theme using colored concrete, curved walkways, seat-
walls and native plantings. The theme of the hotel flows well into the design of the Casino.

Orion Oaks Park – Lake Orion, MI
Landscape architect for the City preparing a charette process with the community to 
prepare a conceptual site plan and trail layout. Coordinated with City staff and the 
community to achieve a positive approval process. This 900 + acre park includes 
fishing areas, ten miles of walking trails, a five mile achievement trail, mountain 
biking trails and cross-country skiing trails. 

Huroc Island Park - Flat Rock, MI
Responsible for a public charette to produce a conceptual park master plan. The park 
is located on an island in Huron River which includes a playground, walking trails 
and a gazebo. A phasing plan was created to help the City build the park.

Years of Experience: 11

Registrations:
Registered

Landscape Architect:
Minnesota (#44018)

LEED AP BD + C Certification

Professional Affiliations:
American Society of Landscape

Architects (ASLA)

Education:
Bachelor of Arts

Landscape Architecture
&

Bachelor of Science
Environmental Design
Minor in Horticulture

North Dakota State University
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jwestendorf@rlkinc.com

RLK Incorporated
6110 Blue Circle Drive

Minnetonka, MN 55343
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CHRIS D. HUSS, PE PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

CHRIS HUSS is a Professional Engineer with over 18 years of engineering and construction 
experience. He has provided design and management services for a wide range of civil 
engineering projects for both public and private clients. In addition to his design and 
management experience, Mr. Huss also has significant experience with site hydrology and 
stormwater management plans as well as plan and specification preparation and 
coordination with regulatory agencies.

EXPERTISE

13 years – Consulting Engineering and Design:  Managing projects, obtaining approvals 
from regulatory agencies, meeting with clients and agencies to discuss projects. Assisting 
with the approval process, presentations at city and regulatory agencies. Creating plans and 
specifications for projects; concept design, plan preparation, grading, utility, hydrology, 
submittals to cities and agencies, assist with permitting process.  
 

5 years – Construction Services:  Managing construction projects, bidding projects, 
awarding contracts, administering contracts, oversight of construction activity. 

 
 

PROJECT EXPERIENCE

Bennett Lumber Project, Minneapolis, MN— Project manager/engineer on this 5.6-acre 
redevelopment which transforms three industrial use parcels into multi-family 
housing. Including EAW, approved in May 2011. Required land use approvals 
included site plan review, variances for density, and Conditional Use Permits, 
numerous meetings and public hearings, and engaging with neighborhood groups. 
Penfield, St. Paul, MN— Civil engineering designed to maximize usable space which limits 
the opportunities for stormwater management. Reviewed City and Watershed 
stormwater requirements and determined a feasible solution for this challenging site for 
volume and rate control requirements by designing a hybrid stormwater system that can 
be placed adjacent to the proposed building. Worked with architect in design of a green 
roof for the building, thus decreasing buildings stormwater runoff volume. 
Acme/Flux Apartments, Minneapolis, MN— 216 apartments, guided client through the 
various agency approvals regarding the civil and land assembly. Charged with designing 
site to city and watershed standards and keeping pace with the architects and placement 
of the built structures. Designed the underground stormwater treatment chambers 
located below preserved green area around the perimeter of the site which is designed to 
provide storage, infiltration and a controlled release, allowing for decreased peak flows 
from the site. 
 Lower Afton Trail, St. Paul MN—Project manager/design engineer for one mile of an 
off-road multi-purpose trail. Assisted with presentation of project to the County, City, 
and neighborhood group. Prepared final design, layout, obtained MnDOT and all 
regulatory approvals for trail construction. (Construction 2012) 

 

Dean Lakes / Savanna Pointe, Shakopee MN—Design engineer for this 272± acre mixed-
use development. This phased commercial/residential development involved substantial 
concept planning, an amendment to the comprehensive plan and a supplement to the 
AUAR. A major component of the Dean Lakes design was the creation of a 
conservation area, which circulates throughout the property and includes wildlife 
habitat, ecological restoration areas, innovative stormwater treatment areas and 
pedestrian trails that link components of the development together.   

YEARS OF EXPERIENCE: 18

EDUCATION

BS Civil Engineering
University of Wisconsin

Madison

CERTIFICATIONS

SWPPP Plan Design

EXPERTISE

Project management

Lead design engineer
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EAW preparation
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STEVE SCHWANKE, AICP PRINCIPAL PLANNER

STEVE SCHWANKE is a Principal Planner with 26 years of experience. He is responsible for 
overseeing RLK’s land development approvals, redevelopment and master planning 
projects for commercial and mixed-use projects.  Mr. Schwanke offers strong expertise in 
securing environmental review and project planning services.  

PROJECT EXPERIENCE:
Planning leadership on the following projects: 
 

Commercial Development –ADC Property in Bloomington, Cabela’s in Rogers, Centre 
Pointe in Roseville, Rainbow Foods, numerous sites, Northland Park in Brooklyn Park, 
Upsher-Smith Corporate Campus in Maple Grove, Liberty Diversity Industries 
numerous sites, Chanhassen Business Center in Chanhassen, Veritas Software Campus 
in Roseville, Ballard Moving/Storage, numerous sites, Alliant Tech Systems numerous 
sites, and Equitable Life in Eden Prairie. 

 
Mixed-Use Development – Valley Green Corporate Center in Shakopee, Cedar Avenue 
Corridor in Richfield, Hartford Place in Eden Prairie and Lexington and University 
Avenue in St. Paul. 

 
Redevelopment – Penn Avenue Corridor in Richfield, Twin Lakes in Roseville, Atlas 
Cement Plant in Duluth, Dale Street Shops in St. Paul, Meacham Park in St. Louis, 
MO, and Brooklyn Boulevard. in Brooklyn Park. 

 
Environmental Review – Responsible for the preparation and presentation of various 
environmental reports as part of the development process, including preparation of 
AUAR, EAW and EIS documents for numerous developments. 

PREVIOUS EXPERIENCE:

Planner, Metropolitan Council for five years and the City of Eagan for 3 years. 
Served as an Adjunct Faculty Professor at the University of Minnesota on the 
Twin Cities campus and at the University of Minnesota Graduate Degree Program 
in Mankato, Minnesota. 

YEARS OF EXPERIENCE: 26
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Master of Arts
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Bemidji State University
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"Heinle, DJ" 
<DJHeinle@cmarch.com> 

12/31/2012 03:58 PM

To "swcorridor@co.hennepin.mn.us" 
<swcorridor@co.hennepin.mn.us>

cc

bcc

Subject Minneapolis Corridor Coalition DEIS Comments

Attn Stakeholders of SWLRT DEIS,
 
The Minneapolis Corridor Coalition has prepared and adopted these comments for your use.
 
Thanks,
 
DJ Heinle, AIA
Director
 

  

219 North 2
nd
 Street, Suite 301

Minneapolis, MN 55401-1454 
d  612.547.1334 
c  612.387.6531
p  612.338.6677
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Minneapolis SW LRT Corridor Coalition 
 
December 27, 2012 
 
RE: Southwest Transitway Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
 
Dear Project Manager: 
 
The Minneapolis SW LRT Corridor Coalition was formed from the following 
Minneapolis neighborhoods and citizen organizations to support each other in 
addressing their needs regarding the design of the light rail line and stations. 
 
The Minneapolis Corridor neighborhoods are: 
 North Loop 
 Harrison 
 Bryn Mawr 
 Kenwood 
 Cedar-Isles-Dean 
 West Calhoun 
 Lowry Hills 
 
The Corridor citizen organizations are: 
 Cedar Lake Park Association (CLPA) 
 Bassett Creek Valley Redevelopment Oversight Committee (ROC) 
 
In 2010 the coalition was formed for the common mission: 

 Coordinate designs where possible to ensure appropriate expressions of the 
city’s multifaceted character. 

 Preserve the park like setting of the corridor, enhance access to the parks 
along the corridor, and assure the Kenilworth Trail’s unobstructed 
connections to both the Cedar Lake Regional Trail and the Midtown 
Greenway. 

 Advocate for needed mitigation to minimize the negative impacts of the light 
rail running through the corridor. 

 Speak as one voice, when appropriate, to decision makers about the needs 
and desires of the corridor community. 

 
The coalition has prepared the following comments to help shape the desired 
outcomes for the project as it impacts the City of Minneapolis, its residents, and 
neighborhoods. 
 

1. The coalition supports light rail and its benefits to the community. 
2. The coalition supports further commercial and residential development in 

appropriate places along the corridor and at station areas. 
3. The coalition does not support the co-location alternative.   
4. The coalition supports a grade-separated intersection of the Cedar Lake 

Regional Trail and the SW LRT, and endorses the confluence design 
proposal created by the Cedar Lake Park Association. 
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5. Stations and rails shall be designed to minimize noise and vibration impact 
to neighboring residents, parks, trails, and recreation areas.  Mitigation 
must be carefully considered and design elements included which limit 
noise. 

6. The coalition advocates reverse commuting as a mean to attain social 
justice for the north side community  by using the transitway to reach jobs 
and opportunities in the suburban areas connected by the corridor. 

7. The project should provide enhanced safety at areas that impact 
pedestrians, trailways, bicycle routes, and other means of crossing traffic. 

8. The coalition is opposed to locating an Operations and Maintenance facility 
within Minneapolis. 

9. All five Minneapolis stations should  be  funded within the corridor to serve 
the needs of the city, its residents and workers. 

10. The coalition does not support park and ride facilities in urban station 
areas. 

11. The project should provide infrastructure for connecting transit service 
which allows for direct access for residents by walking, biking, or busing.  
Stations should be designed to allow for people of all demographics to 
utilize this transitway including accessibility, vertical transportation, and 
visual cues. 

 
Thank you for this opportunity to provide comments on the DEIS.  We look forward 
to participating in the design of stations and specific corridor issues as the project 
moves forward. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
DJ Heinle 
Minneapolis SW LRT Corridor Coalition, steering committee 



"Tom Johnson" 
<tom@railmet.com> 

12/31/2012 04:35 PM

To swcorridor@co.hennepin.mn.us

cc "Thad Lightfoot" <tlightfoot@envirolawgroup.com>, "Jamie 
Lapray" <lapray@comcast.net>, "Thom Miller" 
<thom@two-rivers.net>

bcc

Subject SWLRT Freight Rail Reoute Analysis Report

Dear Sirs:
My attached report in opposition to the STLP MN&S Freight Rail reroute is attached in pdf 
format. Please respond that you have received it and included it in the DEIS comment 
documents.
Sincerely,
Tom 

Thomas E. Johnson, P. E.
Engineering Consultant
Railroad & Metallurgical Engineering, Inc.
4601 Excelsior Blvd., Suite 305
St. Louis Park, MN 55416

Web sites: www.railmet.com, 
www.railroadexperts.com

Business Telephone: 952-920-5204
Fax: 952-924-0803

******** CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE ********
This e-mail message and any files transmitted with it are confidential and is intended solely 
for the use of the individual or entity to whom it is addressed. This communication may 
contain material protected by the Attorney-Client or Attorney Work Product privilege. If you 
are not the intended recipient or the person responsible for delivering the e-mail to the 
intended recipient, be advised that you have received this e-mail in error and that any use, 
dissemination, forwarding, printing, saving or copying of this e-mail is strictly prohibited. If 
you have received this e-mail in error, please immediately reply indicating same to 
tom@railmet.com and discard any copies you may have. Thank you.

pwc043
Text Box
Comment #535



STLP Freight Rail Reroute 

 

 1 

 

 

Southwest Light Rail Transit (SWLRT) –  

Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 

Response 

 

 

An Engineering Analysis  

Of the St. Louis Park,  

MN & S Freight Rail Reroute Design 

 

 

 
 

Submitted to: 

 

St. Louis Park City Council 

                                                 5005 Minnetonka Boulevard   

St. Louis Park, MN 55416 

 

Prepared by: 

Thomas E. Johnson, P.E. 

Railroad & Metallurgical Engineering, Inc. 

4601 Excelsior Blvd., Suite 305 

St. Louis Park, MN  55416 

 

 

December 31, 2012



STLP Freight Rail Reroute 

 

 2 

Table of Contents 

 
 
Title Page………………...………………….…………………………………………….1 
 
Table of Contents………………………...………...……………..……………….………2 
 
Qualifications……………………………………………………………………………...3 
 
Introduction……………………...……………………………….………………………..4 
 
Materials Reviewed……………………………………………………………………….5 
 

Cost & Construction Analysis………………………….……………………………….6-7 

 

Crossing Accident Reconstruction…………………………………………………….8-10 

 

Derailment Analysis……………………………………………………………………..11 

 

Noise and Vibration Analysis……………………………………………………………12 

 

Mitigation Importance…………………………………………………………………...13 

 

Analysis of the DEIS and the STLP Response…………………...……………………...14 

 

Analysis of the Key Findings from SEH Tech Memo #4…………………………….15-16 

 

Findings………………………………………………………………………………17-18 

 

Conclusions……………………………………………………………………………....19 

 

Figures………………………………………………………………………………..20-22 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 



STLP Freight Rail Reroute 

 

 3 

Qualifications: 

 
I have worked in the Railroad Industry for over 30 years, first as a Metallurgical 

Engineer and then as an Engineering Manager for GE Transportation Systems (GETS) in 

Erie, PA. In 1997, I started an Engineering Consulting practice serving primarily the 

railroad industry, its equipment and component suppliers, and the legal profession. I also 

perform engineering consulting services for manufacturers in the metallurgical 

component market, Locomotive & Diesel Engine manufacturers and suppliers, US 

Railroads and municipalities.  

 

While at GE, I worked in the Locomotive Engineering Department. I wrote 

Equipment and Material Specifications, introduced new product components, and 

performed failure analysis on component failures. I studied event recorder downloads, 

fault logs, and data packs working with the railroads to improve performance and reduce 

failures. I managed various GE design engineering programs that included the design and 

field testing with the Class I railroads. I have worked with most of the Class I railroads on 

locomotive projects and development over my years with GE. Since I began my 

engineering consulting practice, I have also performed engineering consulting services 

for the Class I railroads as well as some Short Line Railroads. This work has included 

both litigation cases and Engineering projects since leaving General Electric 

Transportation Systems. 

 

I am presently an Engineering Consultant with a consulting practice that focuses in the 

following areas: 

 

1. Metallurgical Engineering/Failure Analysis. 

2. Accident Reconstruction. 

3. New Product Development. 

4. Railroad Litigation and Product Liability. 

 

I have a Bachelor of Science Degree in Metallurgical Engineering from the 

University of Minnesota, and I am a licensed Professional Engineer. I am an accredited 

certified Accident Reconstructionist (ACTAR # 1517) and certified in OSHA regulations.  

I am certified in Continuously Welded Rail (CWR) and track standards. I have performed 

train derailment analysis on a number of accidents. I am a member of a number of 

professional organizations including: the American Society for Metals (ASM), the 

American Foundry Society (AFS), the Society of Automotive Engineers (SAE), The 

National Society of Professional Engineers (NSPE), and the Minnesota Society of 

Professional Engineers (MSPE).  
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Introduction:  
 I have followed the SWLRT project closely since I have over 30 years of 

experience in the railroad business. I am a citizen of St. Louis Park, MN and have had my 

engineering consulting practice headquartered in the Minneapolis area for 14 years. As a 

railroad design engineer who loves trains, I am very interested in the SWLRT project as I 

have been on the Hiawatha line. As the political process of obtaining funds has 

progressed, I became alarmed at three points in the process. 

 

 First, I went to a number of the PMT meetings, all of the open houses and had 

numerous engineering discussions with MnDOT, Hennepin County, and consultants 

hired by the various government entities. At the conclusion of the PMT process 22 pages 

of recommendations for mitigation were made. When the EAW from MnDOT was 

released and stated that “NO MITIGATION WAS REQUIRED” I had my first alarm that 

something was wrong with the objectivity of the reroute v. colocation decision making 

process. 

 

 While a number of the ideas for mitigation were idealistic and cost prohibitive, a 

number of the migration items were reasonable and in fact in my opinion are going to be 

required to make the reroute somewhat safer than without any mitigation. There are a 

number of areas where the Freight Rail Reroute will be a much less safer alternative than 

the colocation in the Kenilworth corridor.  I will study in some detail my 5 main areas of 

concern in the body of this report. 

 

The second time that I was alarmed was at one of the meetings where the 

consultants hired by the Hennepin County and the Met Council met with the public  and 

claimed they didn’t look at colocation because they weren’t asked to. However, they said 

the freight rail, light rail, and the bike path would all fit in the right of way, but they 

weren’t asked to look at that alternative. Discussion was halted by Commissioner 

Dorfman and the next day the first “mistake” was announced by Ms. Dorfman. 

 

The third time was recently when the $123 Million Dollar difference between the 

freight rail reroute and colocation alternatives was also labeled a $100 million “mistake”. 

Ms. Dorfman again announced this “mistake”.  If HDR really made a $100 Million dollar 

mistake in their report (a 10% error on a $1Billion dollar project) they should be fired for 

not knowing what they are doing. The fact their “mistake” was unsigned speaks volumes. 

 

 I will present data and calculations supporting my contention that the freight rail 

reroute is ill advised and the entities supporting it are negligent for reasons of cost and 

safety with analysis in the following 5 areas of controversy: 

 

1. Cost and Construction 

2. Crossing Accident Analysis 

3. Derailment Analysis 

4. Noise and Vibration 

5. Mitigation Importance 
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I am performing these studies because I believe that many of the people associated with 

the politics of this Freight Rail Reroute decision have a gut feel that this is wrong, but 

have few facts to back up their feelings. This report is an attempt to give some real facts 

that can back up the STLP City Council to oppose the freight rail reroute in the strongest 

terms possible.  

 

Materials Reviewed:  
 

During the course of the development of the SWLRT system I have kept close track 

of the proceedings and I have specifically reviewed the following documents and taken 

photographs and measurements of the entire route of the MN & S that will be upgraded in 

this reroute. 

 

• Motive Power and Equipment Compliance Manual, Office of Safety Assurance and 

Compliance, Federal Railroad Administration, US DOT (478 Pages) 

 

• Code of Federal Regulations: 49 CFR 229-…etc.  

 

• Train Accident Reconstruction and FELA & Railroad Litigation, Third Edition, by 

James R. Loumiet and William Jungbauer, 1998. 

 

• Railroad Engineering, Second Edition, by William W. Hay, 1982. 

 

• The Dictionary of Railway Track Terms, Simmons-Boardman Books, Inc., Christopher 

F. Schulte, 1990. 

 

• CWR & Thermal Forces Workshop, University of Wisconsin, Madison, Wisconsin, Des 

Plaines, IL, May 21, 2012. 

 

• Environmental Assessment Worksheet (EAW), Version 8/08rev, part of the MN&S 

Freight Rail Study, May 11, 2011. 

 

• St. Louis Park DEIS comments (42 pages)- from Tom Harmening) 

 

• Memo from HCRRA to the STB regarding questions. 

 

• Key Findings of SEH (3 pages)- consultant to St. Louis Park City Council 

 

• MN&S Freight Rail Study Environmental Assessment Worksheet--Notice of 

Availability Memo 

• MN&S Freight Rail Study Final Environmental Assessment Worksheet 

• MN&S Freight Rail Study Final Figures  

Appendix B--Agency Correspondence  

Appendix C--Supporting Technical Information  

Appendix D--Area "C" Mitigation Measures Identified Throughout the Study 

Process 
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Cost & Construction Analysis: 
 
 This is a big project and there is a specific way that the Federal Government sets 

these projects up and compares them. While I don’t know how the exact calculations are 

made it was apparent early in the process that for a project of this size that the money that 

the Federal Government would allocate for mitigation on this project would be 

$75,000,000.00. The problem is all of this money and more will be needed to upgrade a 

really old spur line that is in bad shape to a Class 2 main line track. 

 

 The $75 million that was earmarked for mitigation seems to be allocated to just 

physically transform this spur line to a mainline. That leaves no money left for mitigation 

which is why MnDOT had to say that no mitigation is required for the reroute because 

there is no money for it and the Hennepin County Commissioner (Ms. Dorfman) said that 

if there were more money added for mitigation that would make the project fall out of the 

Federal Government’s criteria. The EAW’s decision to add no mitigation was done to 

keep the total reconstruction and mitigation coats within the Federal Government’s 

criteria. 

 

 In all my years in the railroad business, I have seen many Class I railroads 

abandon perfectly good mainlines and spurs to reduce their maintenance costs. As more 

traffic returned they could open them back up if they had not been made into bike or 

hiking trails. I have never seen or heard of a railroad that would upgrade a spur to a 

mainline because of the extremely high costs. To straighten out the tight curves on many 

spurs would be a huge cost (Straightening the four sharp curves on the STLP freight rail 

reroute is not in the plan). That is why all the mitigation money has to go to upgrading 

the MN & S line and not for Mitigation. 

 

 The MN & S Line is an old spur line with a number of blind curves and a set of 

track bed, ties and rail that will have to be totally replaced. This means that all of the 

track area will have to be dug up and removed. This will have to be done in an area of 

homes, crossings and power lines. All of the ground will have to be dug up 6’ down and 

20’ wide. Then starting from scratch a sub grade will have to be put down, sub ballast, 

ballast, new ties and new rail. While I don’t have an exact cost estimate myself, the 

various engineers at all the meetings and open houses said that all of the $75 Million 

Dollars would be needed just to bring the current spur line up to a class 2 standard (25 

mph speed limit) and that might not be enough money. The usual Federal money that 

goes for mitigation ($75 million here) will be all used up in construction costs to upgrade 

a really old spur line into a main line that will have new track but the same blind curves, 

and a higher speed limit. No mitigation funding is available to try to get the safety aspect 

back to where we are now. My report deals with the safety in the crossing accident 

analysis section. 

 

  The fact that the study funded by Hennepin County & MnDOT looked only at the 

exorbitant costs of 7 ways of designing the colocation without actually looking at 
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colocation shows the political aspect of this. On a direct question by me at the meeting, 

the consultant from out east (former Norfolk Southern engineer I believe) responded by 

saying that colocation was possible but they weren’t asked to look at that solution 

(effectively told not to look at colocation). Commissioner Dorfman stepped in to stop the 

questioning and the first of the so called ”mistakes”  was issued the next day saying 

colocation was impossible due to “Right of Way” issues. 

 

 My final comment is that in all my years in the railroad business, I can find no 

Railroad that upgrades a spur line to a main line on their own because the costs are too 

high. Spur lines usually are too narrow and winding making upgrades too costly. Only in 

the case of the Freight rail reroute where a government entity will pay for it would a 

Railroad be interested. This raises the question, “Why would the TC & W be interested at 

all”. Railroads move goods from point A to point B. The faster the railroad can deliver 

goods the more efficient they are and the more money they make. Raising the speed limit 

to 25 mph from 10 mph is the incentive for TC&W. If it costs the railroad nothing for this 

speed up all the better.  
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Crossing Accident Potential: 

 
 The most important aspect of the freight rail reroute after showing that the cost of 

construction is exorbitant and leaves no money for mitigation is crossing accidents. It is 

important to refute politicians who say that we “haven’t had accidents there because we 

are not stupid and get out of the way of the trains.” This short sighted approach does 

nothing to compare the actual physical reality and engineering reasons why there are few 

accidents in the current situation and how the safety of the MN & S line will change if the 

freight rail reroute proceeds.  

 

There are very specific reasons why both pedestrians and vehicles are currently 

safe at the crossings on the MN & S line. The main reasons are that the current two short 

trains per day go slow enough to be able to stop in front of any problem that they can see. 

Under the freight rail reroute scenario with higher speeds, longer trains and more trains 

that safety factor is lost and can’t be fixed with mitigation. Only a huge redesign to 

straighten the curves and increase the right of way like the current main l ine already has.  

 

The trains currently run at less than 10 mph. There are 2 locomotives and 8 

railcars. The rule of thumb for small freight trains of mixed freight is that stopping 

distance in feet = (mph) squared. Therefore, small trains can stop in approximately 10 

mph X 10 mph = 100 ft.  

 

At this point, we need to look at how this current stopping distance compares to 

the sight lines and visibility on some of the blind curves by the St. Louis Park High 

School. I have performed my own measurements, calculated distances from the maps and 

taken photographs to analyze the three main crossings at issue. These are the Walker 

Street crossing, Library lane crossing and the Dakota Ave. crossing. The sight distances 

that were measured are the point at which the locomotive has come around the curve and 

is when the locomotive engineer can have an unobstructed view of the crossing. This is 

the first point at which the locomotive engineer can make a decision to put the train in 

emergency. On the main line these distances are very long due to the mainly straight 

track, gradual curves and wide right of ways.  

 

 

Table I - Sight Distances: Measured/photographed & General Freight stopping distance 

 

Crossings South Approach North Approach Current-10 mph Reroute- 25 mph 

Walker 

Street 

247 feet 243 feet 100 ft. 625 ft.  

CRASH 

Library 

Lane 

243 feet 178 feet 100 ft. 625 ft. 

CRASH 

Dakota 

Ave. 

434 feet 479 feet 100 ft. 625 ft. 

CRASH 

 

As can be seen from above, on any of the approaches, current train size and speed 

will allow the locomotive engineer to stop in front of anything he sees blocking or 
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fouling the crossing. On the other hand even the smaller freight trains going faster will 

not be able to stop in time to avoid crossing accidents and will crash and travel hundreds 

of feet past the crossings before coming to a complete stop. 

The reality of the situation is that locomotive engineers who are men of integrity 

and do not want to crash into anything will have to slow down to at least 5 mph for small 

trains to be safe as they are now. The longer the train is the slower the engineer will have 

to go to be safe. The result is that there will be longer and longer wait times for longer 

and longer trains at the crossings if the decision is to maintain a safe stopping distance. 

 

Example 

 
Before I go into the example, it is important to spend some time on train size, 

length and weight. There will be 100 railcar grain trains and while one would think that 

coal trains are much heavier than grain trains, the truth is that all railcars are designed 

now for a 286,000 lb. max with 4 axles and 8 wheels. This is the standard weight max 

and while we talk about coal trains, the grain trains will be slightly smaller (100 railcars 

v. 118 or 132 railcar) and each car will weigh the same. 

 

The only way to show the effects of this safety v. convenience issue is to calculate 

the stopping distance for an 8,000 ft. coal train and at 25 mph there is no way for a coal 

or grain train which will take much longer to make an emergency stop than a general 

freight stopping distance of 625 ft. that we looked at above. Therefore, the example I 

chose to analyze is an 8,000 ft., 22,000 ton, 132 coal railcars, and three locomotives. This 

would be the biggest unitized coal train that is in service in the Wyoming Powder River 

Basin today. It is only slightly longer than the proposed grain trains. The stopping 

distance for this large size coal train would be about 1,500 -2,000 ft. in normal 

conditions. The most  serious problems is that that to get back to a stopping distance of 

less than 200 ft., the locomotive engineers of these large coal and grain trains will have to 

slow down to under 5 mph. The Table II below shows the increases in wait time at the 

crossings for the coal trains as they slowdown to be safer.  

 

 

Train Speed (mph) Train speed (ft./sec) Crossing wait time (sec) Crossing wait time(min) 

25 mph 36.75 217.7 3.63 minutes 

20 mph 29.40 272.10 4.53 minutes 

15 mph 22.05 362.8 6.05 minutes 

10 mph             14.7 544.2 9.07 minutes 

5 mph 7.35 1088.4 18.14 minutes 

 

There also must be added at least 40 seconds to the wait time for warning signals 

and gates to activate and move prior to a train entering and after leaving the crossing. It is 

my opinion that to be safe the long coal trains will have to slow to below 5 mph to be safe 

leading to an almost 20 minute wait time at crossings. For many reasons these will lead to 

unacceptable wait times for emergency vehicles and the general public and the tug of war 

between safety and convenience will begin.  
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Another aspect to take into account is the width of the crossings themselves. The 

actual width of each crossing was also measured and listed below: 

 

 

Walker Street 60 feet 

Library Lane 144 feet 

Dakota Ave. 96.5 feet 

 

 

 The sight distances that are listed in the Table I show that the crossing with the 

least visibility is the Library Lane coming from the north (North Approach). This is also 

the crossing with the longest span. It is a busy street also and has only cross bucks at this 

point. Therefore, my analysis is that this will be the most dangerous crossing in terms of 

the possibility of a crossing accident. 
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Derailment Accident Reconstruction Analysis: 

 
 With the recent coal train derailment in Wayzata where a piece of rail went 

through an office window, it is imperative that a derailment analysis comparison of the 

current colocation Kenilworth route versus the MN & S line freight rail reroute be studied 

by the proper authorities. I have studied it with the following analysis: 

 

While it is true that the track bed, rail and ties will be new and that is good, there are a 

number of areas that are not improved with the freight rail reroute.  

 

1. Track – The blind curves are still there and these do not allow the enough tangent 

track to take out the harmonic vibrations that will be much worse on long trains 

with loaded and empty rail cars mixed in random sequence. Harmonic vibrations 

have been tested to be highest at around 17-20 mph which is where they want to 

run the trains on Class 2 track. 

 

2. Speed- the new speed of 25 mph v. 10 mph will be more detrimental to 

derailments based on the fact that a speed increase will directly increase stopping 

distance by at least a squared factor. 

 

3. Train Handling: Short trains like the current 8 railcar/2 locomotive trains are 

easy to handle. Longer freight trains invariably have a mixed batch of loaded and 

empties. This leads to extra side to side motion, and this exacerbated especially in 

back to back curves. 

 

4. Railcar and Locomotive Defects: Equipment defects such as worn wheels and 

truck hunting also add to the increased probability of derailments.  While these 

defects won’t be directly affected by the MN & S freight rail reroute the changes , 

they will be more likely to cause derailments due to their increased effect on the 

three variables above as those variables are adversely impacted by the detrimental 

changes.  

 

 

The important aspect of all of these factors added together is that derailments are 

not usually due to a single factor out of specification but to a number of variables that are 

all outside of or on the edge of their limits. The current Kenilworth area was originally 

designed as a main line and has large setbacks and gentle curves which are much less 

susceptible to derailments. 

 

The engineering theories of derailment revolve around a basic engineering 

concept that the l/v ratio is exceeded and the wheel flange rides up over the rail causing 

the derailment and subsequent pileups and damage. 

 

The change to MN & S and the issues listed above significantly increase the 

propensity for derailments. None of the issues  above are a negative on the colocation 

alternative.   
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Noise and Vibration Analysis: 

 
 There are two issues here. The first one is noise which comes from Locomotive 

diesel engines, wheel screeching in curves and horn noise. Let’s look at each one 

independently. 

 

Diesel engine noise: 

 

 I spent most of my career at the GE transportation Systems in Erie, PA designing 

locomotive engine systems. I studied and tested diesel engine noise and vibration. The 

main issue here is that the current 8 railcar/two locomotive trains at 10 mph need only be 

in notch 1 and sometimes in notch 2. The diesel engine is pretty quiet at these slow 

speeds and low RPMs. However, the large coal trains will be in notch 8 most of the time 

especially coming uphill from the west. Notch 8 diesel locomotives will be 10 to 20 times 

louder than the locomotives in notch 1-2. 

 
Wheel Noise in Curves: 

 

 The 4 curves near the high school will be especially bad. Since the 8 railcar trains 

are considered a noise problem by the high school then 132 railcars with screeching 

wheels for 18-20 minutes will be an order of magnitude worse. 

 

Locomotive Horn Noise: 

 

 The Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) require that 2 long blasts followed by a 

short blast and then a long blast are required at each crossing. With so many crossings the 

horn will be sounded continuously as the trains wind through the multiple crossings on 

the MN & S spur. 

 

Vibration Analysis: 

 

  I was very unhappy with the way the secret tests set up by Hennepin County and 

MNDOT. I spoke with Lance Meister of the firm from out on the East Coast that was 

brought in for the testing. Similar to the relocation study, they were given specific 

instructions of exactly what to do and not to do which dictated the outcome before the 

project started. They just tested the current trains and then used a very small ratio to 

upgrade the vibration levels to something that would be acceptable.  

 

 As an engineer who has ridden and studied coal trains in the Wyoming Powder 

River Basin, and seen the 10 mph MN & S 8 railcar trains, I can make direct 

comparisons. The small percentage increase of the tests on the current trains to 

“simulate” the 132 railcar/3 locomotive/22,000 ton/ 25 mph coal trains is a gross 

underestimation and the engineer who performed the test from the East Coast is no longer 

working for them. 
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Mitigation Importance: 

 
 The Freight Rail Project Management Teams (PMT) met numerous times for over 

a year and came up with 22 pages of suggested mitigation projects. While a number of 

the projects were frivolous and exceedingly costly, there were a number of items that are 

fairly standard in the railroad industry and indeed in this reroute are required in my 

opinion.  

 

 When they came out and stated that NONE of the mitigation items were required, 

it was apparent to me that since there is no money available for mitigation the idea is to 

not require any and hope someone will come up with money later. At this point no money 

in the project is for Mitigation. 

 

 What is Mitigation? It is all the safety measures to keep pedestrians and vehicles 

off the tracks. The 144 ft. crossing at Library will be problematic to redesign. If the 

freight rail reroute goes ahead, I recommend that STLP consider closing that street 

completely for the Freight Rail. That would probably not be a popular decision, but 

required for safety in the current design. 

 

 The Dakota crossing is problematic from a visibility standpoint with a McDonalds 

and the school right there. Therefore, there is an abnormally large number of pedestrians 

in the Dakota area and some kind of an overhead walkway needs to be designed and a 

number of high barriers designed to keep kids from wandering onto the tracks. 

Aesthetically, not a good situation.  

 

 These are just a few of the obvious designs needed for safe mitigation on this spur 

line. That is why the current colocation proposal to stay on the main line is so 

advantageous. The wide setbacks, shallow curves and only a minimum of crossings is 

how a main line is designed and the MN & S reroute does not address or fix any of these 

three major areas of concern. 
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Analysis of the actual DEIS & the STLP Response: 

 
 The DEIS is an extremely long document that identifies the LPA that combines 

the LRT in the Kenilworth Corridor and reroutes the freight rail to the MN & S line 

upgrade as the “environmentally preferred alternative”. This is a very odd unsupported 

conclusion. The freight rail in Kenilworth has already been shown, since the DEIS was 

published, to be really already on parkland when the reason for not choosing co-location 

was that it might impact on parkland due to the 4f designation. 

 

 The DEIS does not get into any detail in the 5 areas serious problems that I looked 

at above. It appeared that the DEIS was done in haste without any actual testing or 

calculations and added a huge number of pages to make it look like it was thorough but 

was anything but thorough. 

 

 In regards to the STLP City Council response, they leave the door open for 

negotiation and list 6 items that “should” or “must” be met. The actual response is “The 

City of St. Louis Park continues to oppose the rerouting of freight rail traffic from the 

Kenilworth corridor to St. Louis Park unless the following conditions are clearly met:” 

The problem is that these issues are some that I have raised and some cannot be mitigated 

as I have stated above. Therefore, it is incumbent on the St. Louis Park City Council to 

oppose the freight rail in the strongest non negotiated terms similar to the statements by 

the City of Minneapolis. 

 

 The STLP City Council response lists many of the mitigation items found during 

the PMT meetings that I attended. Since MnDOT rejected as “not required”, not some but 

all of the mitigation recommendations, it is odd that STLP City Council thinks they can 

do better. The Mitigation that has been recommended cannot make the freight rail reroute 

as safe as the co-location route. Some problems are not able to be mitigated as I have 

shown in the report. 
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Analysis of the Key Findings from SEH Tech Memo #4 

 
 The STLP City Council hired SEH as a consultant, but they have a conflict of 

interest because they do work for Hennepin County. This has been a problem from the 

outset and is probably the reason that their conclusions are not supported by their own 

facts. Their work even signed. Each item will be taken individually: 

 

 

Physical Characteristics: 

1. The first statement lists six major reasons why freight rail is better suited to the 

Kenilworth Corridor than the MN & S spur. None of these structural problems 

can be mitigated so all six of the problems point to co-location. I couldn’t have 

said it better myself. 

2. The co-location of both freight rail & light rail together is not only designed on 

this route in Hopkins, but is standard practice across the country. Therefore it is 

not a reason to push for the freight rail reroute. 

3. The TC&W use of the MN & S line is not just an “intensification” (whatever that 

means). It is a huge change with the increase in speed and blind curves. 

4. There are at least three easy partial re-locations of a portion of the regional bike 

trail and it can be done for a lot less than the $123 Million dollar extra cost for the 

reroute. 

 

Safety 

5. I totally disagree with this statement. The MN & S is “not better” from a 

traffic/train hazard perspective. The safety downsides are much worse in the MN 

& S reroute. 

6. If the MN & S reroute eliminates 2 at grade crossings it exposes another bunch of 

blind crossings to increased higher speed traffic.  

 

Switching 

7. I agree that nothing so far has been addressed about the “wye”. I think the 

railroads would like to keep this open. 

 

Whistle Quiet Zone (WQZ) 

8. Staying in the Kenilworth corridor would not require Quiet zones so for this 

reason it appear to point to staying in Kenilworth corridor. 

 

Vibration 

9. I agree that vibration impacts need further study, but due to the wide right of ways 

on the main line the vibrations will be much less as the effects drop off with 

distance. 

 

 Costs 
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10. I agree that Kenilworth costs are less…a lot less, $123 Million less. The costs of 

relocating the regional bike trail, accommodating freight rail at 2 LRT stations, 

and mitigation for an already designed main line are miniscule compared the 

construction costs for changing a spur line into a main line, with 5 bridges and all 

new ballast, ties and rail. 

 

LRT & Station Area Development 

11. Other areas of the country, like Chicago, handle this with ease. 

12. No opinion. 

13. On the MN & S line the significant backups will be much worse with the      

High School and many more crossings all of which could be blocked by one train. 

 

Mitigation: Protecting Single Family Homes 

14. No opinion. 

 

Mitigation: Maintaining Mobility 

15. Not enough information. 

16. The potential for train induced back-ups on Lake Street are real and  

unacceptable. This is the problem with trying to turn a spur with many crossings  

into a main line. The TC&W already is using a main line (Kenilworth Corridor)  

which does not have these problems because it already is a main line. 

 

High School/Lake Street Issues – these 2 issues are huge and no amount of Mitigation 

can fix 

17. Reducing noise and vibration impacts is extremely difficult due to the 

closeness to the tracks and any expansion of the rail buffer would take too many 

businesses and would not fix the High School.  

18. Improving crossing access on the MN & S will be extremely difficult and the 

same for pedestrian grade separated crossings. 

 

Property Values  

19. I have no opinions in this area. 

 

Viability of Kenilworth for Freight Rail 

20. I agree and this is the main reason that it was eliminated from consideration 

by government entities because it cannot hold up in a direct comparison. 

 

Jurisdictional Complexity 

21. Sharing of track with both freight and passenger light rail is done all over this 

country with no absolute drawbacks. 

22. These issues are much smaller when compared to the MN&S issues. 

23. The “4f” parkland issue has been shown to be bogus as the freight rail is 

already on parkland.  
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Findings: 

 
The following findings were determined from a review of the documents, photographs, 

measurements & exhibits along with my research and analysis of the MN& S Railroad 

Line in St. Louis Park, Minnesota. 

 

1. Based on the cost estimates that the Freight Rail Reroute alternative is $123 

Million Dollars more than the colocation alternative, the decision from a cost 

standpoint is obvious (The latest attempt by the Met Council to use a $100 

Million dollar mistake notwithstanding). Also, this analysis shows no money for 

mitigation which in any real scenario will be in the tens of millions of dollars that 

are not allocated for at all. 

 

2. The Freight rail reroute will be a much more dangerous alternative than the 

colocation alternative for the following reasons: 

 

 • The $75 million dollar rework and upgrade does not straighten out the 

blind curves. 

 

 • The speed limit increases from 10mph to 25 mph which makes it 

impossible for heavier freight,  and the massive coal & grain trains to stop 

short of an accident at the Walker Street, Library Lane or Dakota Ave. 

crossings. 

 

 • The huge increase in the number and size of trains that will be travelling 

through the STLP High School campus seriously increases the danger as 

well as reducing convenience at these crossings. 

 

• There will be a continual struggle within the city to speed up the trains 

due to inconvenience of long waits and to slow down the trains to improve 

safety. I don’t really see nor calculate a happy medium in this situation. 

 

 

3. The chances of derailments increases dramatically due to a number of changes 

that you don’t normally see on a main line: 

 
• The track will still have the curves, grades, new bridges and longer   

trains. 

 

• The speed increase from 10 mph to 25 mph will be a danger due to the 

tight and blind curves and the many crossings. 

 

• The train handling issues become exacerbated with these much longer 

trains. Particularly when there are mixed or “ugly” trains with a random 

mixture of heavy loaded railcars and light empties. The dispatching of 
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trains that are balanced with loaded railcars in the front and empties in the 

back is not easy to maintain by the railroads.    

 

 

4. The noise and vibration issues were studied by testing the current slow speed 

trains and using a ratio factor that was not defined or defended. I looked at the 

ratio factor of 10-15% and couldn’t believe it. As a Professional Engineer, my 

professional opinion was that it was a shoddy test and a total waste of money. 

 

5. The Library Lane crossing which is very long and is the most blind intersection 

with a 178 ft. sight distance is the most problematic from an accident scenario and 

will have to be totally redesigned or closed. 
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Conclusions: 

 
The following conclusions are made within a reasonable degree of engineering 

certainty based on my Engineering education and railroad experience.  They are based on 
my analysis of the EAW, DEIS and other work presented to date and my photographs, 
measurements and calculations.  My methodology is generally accepted in the field of 
railroad engineering and accident reconstruction. I reserve the right to update, modify, or 
change these conclusions if more information and analysis warrants such changes: 
 

1. The St. Louis Park City Council is negligent in not taking a stronger stance 

against the MN&S freight rail reroute due to the more costly and more 

dangerous accident situation from a comparison of the MN & S Freight Rail 

Reroute v. the Co-location alternative.  

 

2.  The construction costs of the MN & S freight rail reroute will be exorbitant  & 

conveniently does not take into account any mitigation costs and in my 

opinion underestimates the cost the MN & S upgrade based on my inspection 

of the rail, ties and ballast currently there on this spur line.  

 

3. The Freight Rail Reroute on the MN & S will be a much more dangerous 

alternative due to the increased risk of crossing accidents and derailments. 

 

4. The Noise & Vibration Studies have been misguided and mishandled from the 

beginning resulting in worthless and misleading data and conclusions. 

 

5. All of the government entities that have hired consultants to run studies and tests 

with predetermined constraints should be held accountable for wasting money.  

 

6. MnDOT &The Hennepin County Regional Railroad Authority (HCRRA) & the 

Met Council are negligent for not including co-location in the original LPA 

analysis, not doing any direct comparison of alternatives, and not requiring 

any mitigation (None of the 22 pages of mitigation options) on the Freight 

Rail Reroute.  

 

 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

Thomas E. Johnson, P.E. 
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Figure #1- Locomotive Engineer’s viewpoint when approaching the Walker Street 

crossing from the South. 247 ft. of visibility. 

 

 
 

Figure #2- Locomotive Engineer’s viewpoint when approaching the Walker Street 

crossing from the North. This is the same distance and opposite direction as from Library 

Lane from the North. 243 ft. of visibility. 
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Figure #3 - Locomotive Engineer’s viewpoint when approaching the Library Lane 

Crossing from the North. Only 178 ft. of visibility. 

 

 
 

Figure #4 - Locomotive Engineer’s viewpoint when approaching the Library Lane 

Crossing from the South. 243 ft. of visibility. 
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Figure #5 - Locomotive Engineer’s viewpoint when approaching the Dakota Ave.  

Crossing from the South. 434 ft. of visibility. 

 

 
 

Figure #6- Locomotive Engineer’s viewpoint when approaching the Dakota Ave. 

crossing from the North. 479 ft. Very little visibility except straight ahead.   

 



"Litwin, Nancy" 
<Nancy.Litwin@generalgrowt
h.com> 

12/31/2012 04:46 PM
Please respond to

"Litwin, Nancy" 
<Nancy.Litwin@generalgrowth.

com>

To <swcorridor@co.hennepin.mn.us>

cc "Koch, Jeff" <Jeffrey.Koch@generalgrowth.com>

bcc

Subject Southwest LRT DEIS Comments from Eden Prairie Center

December 31, 2012

To Whom It May Concern:

Attached is the complete submittal from Eden Prairie Center for the Southwest LRT DEIS comment
process.

Please contact me with any questions or to schedule follow up meetings.

Sincerely,

Nancy Litwin, Sr. General Manager
Eden Prairie Center
8251 Flying Cloud Drive, Suite 125
Eden Prairie, MN 55344-5305

PH/VM (952) 525-2152
Fax (952) 941-7316
nancy.litwin@ggp.com

Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail

This communication is intended to constitute an outline of certain business terms and conditions relating to a proposed transaction, 
and is not intended to constitute a complete statement of all relevant terms and conditions.  The terms and conditions expressed in 
the communication are intended to be embodied in definitive documents which may reflect changes and qualifications with respect
to the proposed transaction.  Accordingly, unless and until definitive documents are finalized, executed and delivered by both 
parties, and accept as may otherwise be provided herein, neither party shall have any obligation to the other (whether legal or 
equitable or under this letter or otherwise) including, but not limited to, any obligation to negotiate in good faith, and either party 
may cease pursuing the proposed transaction at any time and for any reason.  If executed, the definitive documents shall 
supersede this letter as well as any previous written or oral understandings.

Comment #538







Pamela Peters 
<pame41@me.com> 

12/31/2012 05:20 PM

To "swcorridor@co.hennepin.mn.us" 
<swcorridor@co.hennepin.mn.us>

cc

bcc

Subject DES comment from Harrison resident

Sticking to the Bassett Creek Valley Master Plan is necessary to ensure a successful 
redevelopment that will provide living-wage jobs, quality affordable housing, increased 
businesses that serve the surrounding community, and an improved natural environment.  LRT 
will increase 'value' placed on Bassett Creek Valleylocation by employers who value the labor 
force available in the Bassett Creek Valley area, and connections to potential employers in the 
Southwest metro area
 I am very concerned that our neighborhood will not benefit from the light rails being planned. 
Being so close to downtown our neighborhood has much to offer and lots of great opportunities 
for growth   The residents are eager for amenities, housing and jobs. Please consider this in your 
light rail designs. It's time to bring Harrison and all of the north side into the prosperity of 
Minneapolis. It has been ignored for far too long

Pamela Peters. 
President Harrison Neighborhood Association

Comment #544



"Hiscock, Larry" 
<larry@hnampls.org> 

12/31/2012 05:22 PM

To "swcorridor@co.hennepin.mn.us" 
<swcorridor@co.hennepin.mn.us>

cc

bcc

Subject HNA Attachments

Please confirm receipt because of the size of pdf.

Larry Hiscock
Director/Lead Organizer
612-374-4849

I GoodSearch and GoodShop for the Harrison Neighborhood Association.  

Raise money for Harrison Neighborhood Association just by searching the Internet with GoodSearch.com 
(powered by Yahoo), or shopping online with GoodShop.com.  Simply go to 
http://www.goodsearch.com/toolbar/harrison-neighborhood-association-hna and add us to your toolbar.

Comment #546































































"Hiscock, Larry" 
<larry@hnampls.org> 

12/31/2012 05:24 PM

To "swcorridor@co.hennepin.mn.us" 
<swcorridor@co.hennepin.mn.us>

cc

bcc

Subject HNA Public Comment

Please confirm receipt.  A second email is also being sent with reference attachments.

Larry Hiscock
Director/Lead Organizer
612-374-4849

I GoodSearch and GoodShop for the Harrison Neighborhood Association.  

Raise money for Harrison Neighborhood Association just by searching the Internet with GoodSearch.com 
(powered by Yahoo), or shopping online with GoodShop.com.  Simply go to 
http://www.goodsearch.com/toolbar/harrison-neighborhood-association-hna and add us to your toolbar.

Comment #547
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December 31st, 2012  
 
Hennepin County 
Housing, Community Works & Transit 
ATTN: Southwest Transitway   
701 Fourth Avenue South, Suite 400 
Minneapolis, MN 55415 
 
Re: HNA Southwest DEIS Public Comment 
 
To Whom It May Concern:  
 
The Harrison Neighborhood Association has and continues to support the 3A alignment 
for the Southwest Light Rail Transit Line as the Locally Preferred Alternative.  Harrison 
residents have been strong and vocal advocates of the 3A alignment for the potential to 
reduce racial and economic inequities by connecting Northsiders to regional job centers 
and to support existing plans for redevelopment in Bassett Creek Valley surrounding the 
Van White Station Stop.  Despite HNA’s support there is deep concern regarding 
segmentation, linking of unrelated projects, and the fair distribution of benefits and 
burdens (including direct and indirect) associated with the project on Environmental 
Justice communities. 
     
There are several community based reasons for support.  The two primary reasons are:  
 

1) The economic development opportunity created by the Van White Station Stop on 
City owned land and ability to catalyze redevelopment creating benefits for EJ 
community members  in the forms of jobs, housing, expansion of green space, 
increase community connections and creation of place in a currently blighted 
area owned by the public.  The City of Minneapolis has approved a resolution 
committed to linking long-term employment opportunities, and other benefits, 
resulting from redevelopment surrounding the Van White Station Stop to 
Harrison neighborhood and North Minneapolis in 2008.  [See Attachment A] 

Additionally, the community, City of Minneapolis and Metropolitan Council 
have approved the Bassett Creek Valley Master Plan and is included in the 
Metropolitan Council’s Comprehensive Plan.  Bassett Creek Valley is one of 
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only three growth centers designated by the City of Minneapolis for the next 
20 years.  The dense Equitable Transit Oriented Development in Bassett 
Creek Valley is important to surrounding EJ Communities, City of 
Minneapolis tax base and regional competitiveness.  Transit infrastructure 
improvements are necessary. 
 

2) The added transit connection of Harrison and North Minneapolis residents to vital 
job centers along the Southwest Corridor.   The top three industries Northside 
residents work (Health Care, Manufacturing, and Retail Trade) match the top 
three industries (Retail Trade, Manufacturing and Health Care) along the 
Southwest LRT, according to the Department of Employment and Economic 
Development (DEED) 2006 data. Proactive and deliberate efforts are 
necessary to link EJ communities to job centers along the Southwest LRT 
Corridor because of the history of isolation from employment opportunities in 
Suburban areas.   

There is much reason for hope.  Unfortunately, the Harrison Neighborhood Association 
and area residents are also deeply concerned that the needs of environmental justice 
communities along the Southwest LRT Line are not being adequately considered nor 
affirmatively addressed to reduce well-documented racial, economic and regional 
disparities along the line.    
 
The Harrison Neighborhood Association is the officially recognized Citizen Participation 
Organization representing the Harrison neighborhood which meets the definition of an 
Environmental Justice Community.   The Harrison neighborhood is a racially diverse 
community consisting of 40% African Americans; 29% White; 17% Southeast Asian 
(Lao and Hmong); 9% Latino with the median income being $38,000 compared to the 
regions median income of $65,000 (2010 Census Information).   According to 2009 
American Survey findings, the overall unemployment rate for Harrison is 20.5%, for 
Hispanic residents 25% and for African American residents 32.5%.  The neighborhood 
has last 23% of its population from 2000 largely due to the foreclosure crisis.    
 
The Harrison Neighborhood Association requests that the Harrison neighborhood and 
surrounding EJ communities be seen in their totality and future planned in a 
comprehensive and integrated manner versus segmented between multiple major and 
complex federally funded transit projects.  The borders of Harrison serve as nexus of 
regional opportunity moving the community from being isolated by highways and 
interstates with poor access and transit service to being engulfed in the half mile radius of 
4 light rail transit station stops [see attachment B: Proximity to Planned Station Stops].    
 
The Southwest LRT 3A alignment brings the Van White Station Stop which is 
surrounded by roughly 30 acres of developable land owned by the City of Minneapolis 
with a portion already committed to a private developer.  The Central Corridor Line, 
Southwest Line and Bottineau line will all meet at the Interchange which is just on the 
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edge of the neighborhood, and there is still nearly 20 acres of land, owned by 
Minneapolis Public Housing, to redevelop in Heritage Park (bordering Harrison) along 
the proposed Bottineau LRT line.   
 
Opportunities do not come without large challenges.  Nearly a century of urban policies 
and land use decisions have contributed to the environmental deterioration, social 
marginalization and economic decline of the area in and around the Harrison 
neighborhood.  The history of local decisions has included overt and covert policies that 
resulted in racial segregation, anti-Semitism, and discrimination directed at ethnic 
minorities and immigrants/refugees.  The history of discrimination was well-documented 
and the basis of the Hollman vs. Cisneros Consent Decree, which started as a class action 
lawsuit brought forward by public housing residents “alleging a pattern of racial 
discrimination in the siting and operation of public housing.”  [See Attachment C] 
Harrison Neighborhood Association’s requests: 
 

1. A full and immediate Environmental Justice Scoping of all potential commuter 
train storage maintenance facility locations including other regional sites.  
Immediate action is requested to mitigate harm already created by local 
government’s persistent efforts to site the facility in an area contradicting the 
community, City of Minneapolis, and Metropolitan Council approved area 
plans.   
 

2. The full inclusion of the Bassett Creek Valley components of the Minneapolis 
Comprehensive Master Plan.  To our understanding the approved Bassett 
Creek Valley Master Plan with development projections were not included.  
The result is that the full ridership projections for the Van White Station Stop 
are not reflected nor the revised zoning and development plans adequately 
analyzed in Draft Environmental Impact Statement.  This has direct bearing 
on an Environmental Justice Community and potential benefits received.  For 
example, section 3.1.2.4 makes no reference OR3 Institutional Office 
Residence District Zoning in the ½ mile radius of Van White Station Stop yet 
provides detailed accounts of zoning patterns further Southwest.  The City of 
Minneapolis rezoning was affective April 28, 2008 [see attachment D:  
Rezoned Bassett Creek Valley].  This omission is also in 5.2.1.2.  

 
3. The full inclusion and consideration of the businesses, churches, nonprofits and 

other community amenities such as the Heritage Park Senior Services Center 
which includes; fully accessible senior health and wellness center, 102 units of 
senior housing, clinic, therapeutic pool available to all seniors, not just Public 
Housing residents.  The exclusion of Harrison and Heritage Park businesses 
and amenities was noted in our public comments submitted February 28th, 
2011 regarding the Station Area Planning process. [Attachment E: HNA 
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Public Comment on Station Area Plans]  The continued omission is troubling 
and speaks to a pattern of failing to understand the resources and needs of EJ 
communities.   

 
4. HNA requests an immediate end to the segmentation of the diesel commuter train 

storage/maintenance yard siting decision.   The uncertainty caused by the 
specter of a storage/maintenance yard has already harmed the marketability of 
the future development. [See Attachment F: Finance and Commerce Article 
8.21.2012]  HNA has deep concerns regarding segmentation of the process 
which may result in further adverse impacts for EJ communities in the form of 
pollution, reduction/delay/denial of benefits of Transit Oriented Development, 
diverting needed community capacity from other projects and finally 
undermining the democratic process and voice of EJ Communities.  
Additionally, HNA requests mitigations and enhancements to support 
redevelopment around the Van White Station Stop.  Lastly, Harrison is 
bordered by two Light Rail Transit lines.  HNA requests a coordinated plan 
that looks at the cumulative benefits and risks to ensure the fair distribution of 
benefits to North Minneapolis EJ Communities.  Local government can argue 
that each of the projects are “stand alone” but the impact on EJ communities 
are cumulative and last generations.   

 
The following will be Chapter specific comments. 

Chapter 1: Purpose and Need 
 
Section 1.3 Purpose and Need of the Proposed Action 
The HNA requests the reference to the Bassett Creek Valley a designated on of only 3 
“growth centers” in Minneapolis be included in the 3rd paragraph of Section 1.3.  
Multiple other locations are referenced but Bassett Creek Valley is omitted. 
MASTER PLAN PROCESS AND OUTCOMES: The planning process began in 
2000 when the City of Minneapolis established the Redevelopment Oversight 
Committee (ROC), composed of residents of Harrison and Bryn Mawr 
neighborhoods, businesspeople from Bassett Creek Valley, City Council and mayoral 
representatives, and Ryan Companies as the expected development partner. In total, 
over 650 residents and other stakeholders participated in this effort. This process also 
led to a set of redevelopment principles that embody the community’s values and 
wishes for a strong, sustainable, vibrant and attractive home. The Bassett Creek 
Valley Master Plan of 2006, which was approved by the Minneapolis City Council on 
January 12th, 2007, calls for the redevelopment of Linden Yards East, West and the 
Impound Lot. These industrial use areas would be replaced with a mixed use 
development featuring a mix of housing densities and prices, retail and office spaces, 
green and open spaces, and other civic use spaces. 
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Section 1.3.2.2 Limited Competitive, Reliable Transit Options for Choice Riders 
and Transit Dependent Populations including Reverse Commute Riders   
The Harrison Neighborhood Association supports the DEIS analysis that “the number 
of quality jobs in the Southwest Transitway study area is also growing, but these jobs 
are largely inaccessible by transit”.  We also commend drafters of the SW DEIS for 
taking the additional effort highlighting a North Minneapolis resident taking a “bus 
trip from Lowry Avenue North at Penn Avenue North to the employment center near 
Blake Road takes more than two hours and three transfers using the existing system” 
versus just 30 minutes with the completed Southwest Transitway project.  The trip 
reference starts in a neighborhood that fits the definition of an EJ community.  HNA 
requests that areas of North Minneapolis in the commute shed also be included at EJ 
analysis.   
 
Goal 3: Protect the Environment 
The Community approved Bassett Creek Valley Master Plan support the objectives of 
this goal.  Expected Redevelopment Outcomes Based on Basset Creek Valley Master 
Plan: 
• More than 3,000 housing units 
• 2.5 million square feet of commercial space (office and retail) 

• 40 acres of new open, green space 
• 5000 to 6000 jobs 

The transformation of the Bassett Creek Valley is also being advanced by the 
connections to be created by the addition of the Van White Memorial Boulevard and 
Van White LRT station on the future Southwest Light Rail Transit line. Following the 
City Council adoption of the Bassett Creek Valley Master Plan, the city proceeded 
with a rezoning study intended to make the neighborhood’s zoning consistent with the 
Plan’s vision of mixed use, higher density redevelopment. These zoning conversions 
went into effect on February 15th of 2008, and brought the neighborhood properties 
down from 65% to 6.5% industrial use-zoned. Two-thirds of all properties were 
rezoned. In addition to these zoning changes, the City of Minneapolis Comprehensive 
Plan then adopted the Bassett Creek Valley Master Plan and designated the Bassett 
Creek Valley area at Glenwood Avenue as a “growth center.”   
 
General Comments on Goals 3, 4, and 5 
In general the Harrison Neighborhood Association supports the goals and objectives 
stated.  However, the Goals and Objectives fall short and do not specifically provide 
clear goals and objectives to advance Environmental Justice principles and address 
existing barriers that exist that may limit the ability of the Transitway project from 
ensuring the fair distribution of benefits and adverse effects on Environmental Justice 
communities. 

 
Community members have been working for over 15 years create a redevelopment in 
Bassett Creek Valley consistent with Transit Oriented Development (TOD) that 
would generate needed jobs, housing, community supporting businesses, community 
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connections and needed tax revenue for local government.  As a result, Harrison 
residents have been strong and vocal supporters of the Kenilworth alignment.  They 
see the Southwest Light Rail Line as a means to reduce racial and economic 
inequities by connecting Northsiders to regional job centers and encourage 
redevelopment in Bassett Creek Valley to address the history of discriminatory 
planning that has left North Minneapolis isolated and marginalized. 
 
The Bassett Creek Valley Planning process has enjoyed a high level of community 
engagement.  Over 650 people provided input into the BCV Master Plan that was 
approved in 2007.  The community identified priorities were living wage jobs, diverse 
and affordable housing options, and that the redevelopment of publicly-owned lands 
must promote the revitalization of the entire area.  Unfortunately, this input and work 
approved by the community and City Council has not been adequately reflected in the 
station area planning process for the Van White Station Stop.  The original drawings 
showed very little of the envisioned development for Linden Yard West and open-air 
rail storage for Linden Yards East.  The Station Area planning process and outcomes 
contradicts the goals and objectives of this section.  Improvements have been made in 
the renderings since September 2010, but community is only being provided 
scenarios with commuter rail storage.  This is concerning because there has been no 
formal decisions committing Linden Yards East for a rail-layover facility nor have the 
needed feasibility studies been completed to make that decision.    

 
The fair and just redevelopment of Bassett Creek Valley will not only benefit the 
Harrison neighborhood, North Minneapolis and the City of Minneapolis.  It will 
benefit the Hennepin County by expanding the tax base, locating upwards of 6,000 
jobs, and create close to 900 units of housing.  The success of Bassett Creek Valley is 
a regional equity issue. 
 

Chapter 3 Social Effects 
3.1.2  Existing and Anticipated Land Use 
General Comments and Concerns: 
The Harrison Neighborhood Association requests the full inclusion of the Bassett Creek 
Valley Master Plan in the Environmental Impact Statement.  The Master Plan is 
referenced on page 3-25 but important data from the plan is omitted.   

• For example, section 3.1.2.4 makes no reference OR3 Institutional Office 
Residence District Zoning in the ½ mile radius of Van White Station Stop yet 
provides detailed accounts of zoning patterns further Southwest.  The City of 
Minneapolis rezoning was affective April 28, 2008 [see attachment D:  Rezoned 
Bassett Creek Valley].  

• Section 3.1.5.1 Segment A makes no reference to the Van White Station Stop and 
the current zoning and economic development policy.  Please correct his 
inaccuracy.  
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The Harrison Neighborhood Association requests that the following additional points be 
included and responded to: 
 

1. The Station Area Strategic Plan lacks credibility as a guide for policymakers for 
the following reasons: 

a. Community requests for designs without a commuter layover facility were 
never met.  Harrison residents representing the Harrison neighborhood and 
the 5th Ward on the SWLRT Citizen Advisory Committee raised concerns 
at meetings.  Residents that attended the open houses also voiced concerns 
about the lack of options and focus on accommodating rail storage at the 
expense of Transit Oriented Development.   

b. The final document clearly advocates for siting the commuter layover 
facility on Linden Yards East.  The final document demonstrates this bias 
by only providing the merits of Linden Yards East despite stating on pages 
43 (Van White Station Stop) and 62 (Penn Station Stop) that “it is not 
within the scope of this Station Area Strategic Planning to evaluate the 
merits of sites…”.  Both Linden Yards East and Cedar Yards (Penn 
Station) are considered viable sites by the 2010 Interchange Feasibility 
Study.  The bias towards Linden Yards East is demonstrated again by 
providing Van White Station Stop with renderings that only reflect the 
commuter layover facility. 

c. The final document misrepresents the formal Minneapolis City Council’s 
position on the sale of Linden Yards East.  The two misrepresentations can 
be found on pages 43 and 62.  In reality, the City Council struck language 
prioritizing rail storage over development and directed City staff to 
explore joint development strategies and report back.  This action was 
passed April 2, 2010 and the formal proceedings have been attached.  [See 
Attachment E] 

2. The illustrations depicting development over commuter rail storage are 
misleading for policy makers and in general disconnected from the reality of 
developing a platform that could accommodate Transit Oriented Development on 
top and several acres of rail storage underneath. 

a. The Station Area Strategic Plan completed prior to development platform 
feasibility work.  The feasibility work to dates indicates the cost of the 
platform alone to be $45 million dollars.  This does not include air 
mitigation measures, cost of relocating the bike trail, vibration mitigation 
or the cost of the actual storage and maintenance facility. 

b. The development platform will also result in fewer square feet reducing 
the job producing potential of Linden Yards East. 

 
 Total Rentable 

Space 
Jobs Projected 

1 job for 250 sq ft 
Source 

Original Proposal 
– No Plinth 
(development 

704,160 sq ft 2817 Opportunity Cost 
Report, 12.2009, 
based on interview 
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platform) w/Rick Collins 
Plinth Feasibility 
Results 

500,000 sq ft 2000 Linden Yards East 
Development and 
Rail Layover Study, 
10.2011 
Presentation 

Difference 204,160 sq ft 817 jobs  
 

c. There are no illustrations or mitigation strategies in the Station Area 
Strategy plan that acknowledges or addresses 20-30 years (possibly more) 
of open air rail storage.  The funding for a development platform would be 
parsed out between each of the commuter lines due to funding formulas 
for transit projects.  This will undoubtedly impact access, mobility, 
development potential, and maintain the isolation of the area.  It is 
unfortunate that no illustrations were provided to address interim 
challenges of open air rail storage which is the reality even if a joint 
development scenario is feasible. 
 

3. The final Station Area Strategy plan document does not adequately acknowledge 
or address the needs of Harrison property owners, renters and business owners.  
North Minneapolis stakeholders are not referenced under the Land Ownership 
section on page 35 or in the Origins, Destinations & Connectivity section on page 
40, however Southside institutions and residential property are addressed.  This 
Bassett Creek Valley is home to to numerous businesses and over 150 homes, all 
of which are in the ½ mile radius of the Van White Station Stop.  Strategies to 
improve pedestrian, bicycle, and automobile access to the Van White Station Stop 
focused solely on the Van White Memorial Blvd.  Other innovative or creative 
solutions were not developed.   Increasing the accessibility for those originating 
from the station stop is incredibly important.  Based on our research, the top job 
skills that residents have in North Minneapolis match the top industries along 
SWLRT Corridor.  Included with this letter is the referred to jobs and industry 
data.  [See Attachment E] 

 
Graduate students from the Hubert H. Humphrey Institute produced a report quantifying 
the potential impact if commuter rail storage prevented redevelopment on the Linden 
Yards East portion of land next to the Van White Station Stop.  The opportunity costs to 
the City of Minneapolis and the surrounding community include but are not limited to: 

• Loss of 2,800 jobs 
• Loss of 500 new housing units (some affordable) and 1,000 new resident 

occupants 
• Diminished overall catalyst impact of any development that does occur on 

economic development of adjacent commercial parts of Harrison. 
• Fragmentation of land use within the Bassett Creek Valley 
• Loss of increased walkability, street activity, affordability, and location efficiency 

created by transit oriented development 
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• Loss of future Tax Base 

 
The Bassett Creek Valley Planning process and development have enjoyed a high level of 
community engagement.  Hundreds of people have been involved stating priorities of 
living wage jobs, diverse and affordable housing options, and that the redevelopment of 
publicly-owned lands must promote the revitalization of the entire area.   
 
Chapter 10 Environmental Justice 
The Harrison neighborhood along with other stakeholders worked over 15 years to create 
the Bassett Creek Valley Master Plan.  HNA deliberately worked to ensure measures that 
would ensure the fair distribution of benefits.  The potential of the City owned lands 
surrounding the Van White Station Stop equate to nearly 6,000 jobs, 900 units of housing 
and over 1,800 new residents.   
 
Unfortunately, persistent efforts to site a diesel commuter train layover/maintenance yard 
threaten the viability of the entire development and put at immediate risk 2,800 jobs, 
approximately 500 units of housing and potential 1,000 new residents. [See Attachment 
G:  Opportunity Cost Report]  In addition, EJ community residents consistently raised 
concerns about air pollution, noise and vibration.  The community already suffers higher 
levels of unemployment, asthma and other health conditions. 
 
The inclusion of diesel commuter train storage into the Southwest Transitway project has 
already created adverse impacts.  The impacts take the form of added stress of 
community leaders currently involved, disillusionment in government by community 
members involved in creating the Bassett Creek Valley Master Plan and who advocated 
for the 3A LPA.  Additionally, the uncertainty may have already delay, reduced or denial 
of benefits. 
 
Here is a brief timeline of events and impact on the development process: 
 
January 12, 2007:  City Council approves the Bassett Creek Valley Master Plan. 
http://www.minneapolismn.gov/cped/planning/plans/cped_basset-creek 
 
February 15, 2008:  City Council approves zoning revisions in Bassett Creek Valley that 
took affect on April 28th, 2008.  Linden Yards East and West were rezoned to OR3 – 
Institutional Office Residence District.   
Bassett Creek Valley Rezoning Information:  
http://www.minneapolismn.gov/cped/planning/rezoning/cped_bassett_creek_rezoning 
 
November 7, 2008:  Ryan Companies awarded “Temporary Exclusive Development 
Rights” to Linden Yards West, East and the Minneapolis Impound Lot.  Projected 
development to generate approximately 6,000 jobs, 900 units of housing and would have 
a catalytic affect on the rest of Bassett Creek Valley.  The exclusivity agreement was for 
5 years and regarded progress reports including rail layover.  Important City Council 
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Resolution was added laying out clear Equity Expectations for the future development 
agreement. 
 
Council Action awarding “Temporary Exclusive Development Rights”  
http://www.minneapolismn.gov/www/groups/public/@council/documents/proceedings/w
cms1q-070157.pdf  
 
Language added by City Council setting expectations that future development agreements 
provides equitable benefits to surrounding community:  
https://docs.google.com/open?id=0B2vJAhZuE77jZjViMWMxOTQtN2E3ZS00NjJmLT
gwMGUtNzI2MjRkNGQ0MzFj 
 
March 6, 2009:  City Council approves Resolution regarding bike trails easements 
between the City of Minneapolis and Hennepin County approved.  Two sentences 
included committing the City to participate in an Interchange Feasibility Study and to sell 
Linden Yards East for rail storage purposes. 
Cedar Lake Trail Easement Resolution stating intent to sell Linden Yards East: 
http://www.ci.minneapolis.mn.us/www/groups/public/@council/documents/webcontent/c
onvert_275249.pdf  
 
The result of the City Council decision committing to participate in the Interchange 
Feasibility Study and sell Linden Yards East for rail storage purposes changed the 
development dynamic.    
 
July 21, 2009:  Ryan Companies requests a modification to their exclusive development 
rights due to delayed development timeline and because of the rail storage threat.  Ryan 
Companies maintains exclusive development rights to Linden Yards West, abandons the 
Impound Lot and adds stipulations to exit exclusivity agreement in its entirety based on 
the outcome of rail storage. 
Ryan Companies Letter: 
https://docs.google.com/open?id=0B2vJAhZuE77jeEYzZHR4VTgyVWM  
 
According to a recent Finance and Commerce article [Attachment F], there have been 
several prospective corporate users interested in the area that include National Marrow 
Donor Program, United Health Group and Surly Brewery.  All have opted for other sites.  
Uncertainty with rail storage may result in lost opportunity delaying development and 
benefits by a decade.   
 
United Health Group is expanding its corporate campus which will be the home to 6,700 
employees when fully developed.  United Health Group is expanding its operation at the 
City West LRT Station Stop along the Southwest Transitway project in Eden Prairie.  
  
10.4 Public Involvement 
The Harrison Neighborhood Association and concerned allies submitted detailed 
Environmental Justice request to multiple levels of government HNA and allies submit 
request for a full Environmental Justice review that looks at the cumulative impacts on 
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the community, June 22, 2011.  No local agency responded to our request or scheduled a 
meeting to discuss our concerns. 
 
Harrison youth attended the Southwest Light Rail Project Hearing September 17, 2009 
stating their support for the 3A alternative because of the expanded access to schools in 
Hopkins.  There are significant education disparities in the Twin Cities region.  North 
Minneapolis youth have the option to choose the school they attend.  This is one of many 
tools available to families in EJ communities to access better performing schools.  What 
follow-up work was done on connectivity and ease of access to was done for North 
Minneapolis youth wanting to access education opportunities along the Southwest 
Transitway?  What mitigations and enhancements will be implemented to ensure a fair 
distribution of benefits are accrued to EJ communities and families. 
 
Harrison residents made numerous public comments regarding linking North 
Minneapolis families to employment centers along the corridor.  What mitigation and/or 
enhancements are being done to connect North Minneapolis residents to employment 
center along the corridor?  Has there been discussions or commitment to job linkage 
agreements, first source hiring, procurement arrangements to ensure the direct and 
indirect benefits are fairly distributed versus simply adding to growing racial and 
economic disparities in the region? 
 
Summary 
The Harrison Neighborhood Association is committed to building a just and equitable 
neighborhood and region.  There is significant potential for the Southwest Transitway 
project and other transit lines to address past infrastructure decisions to make a more fair 
and healthy metropolitan area.  We request that more effort is made to include, partner 
and share with EJ communities.  Additionally, we request that Transitway Projects are 
required develop supplemental plan addressing the project will advance the Principles of 
Environmental Justice versus simply try to avoid harm. 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Larry Hiscock 
<larryhiscock@gmail.com> 

12/31/2012 05:31 PM

To swcorridor@co.hennepin.mn.us

cc

bcc

Subject HNA DEIS Attachments for submitted Comment

Please confirm if this received and attach it the previous HNA comment submitted.
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John Nicklow 
<janick01@gmail.com> 

12/31/2012 05:56 PM

To Swcorridor@co.hennepin.mn.us

cc

bcc

Subject Santorini and the new light rail in the south west corridor

As owners of Santorini Restaurant, we would like to express our grave concerns about being able 
to conduct our business and survive the construction of the Light Rail System in our area.  The 
parking, as it is right now, poses challenges to our customers. Combine that with the 
appropriation of parking spaces that presently exist, construction and altering traffic patterns 
around us, our customers will choose to avoid the congestion, construction and uncertainty, and 
dine elsewhere.

We are a small family business with a lifetime of love, long arduous hours of work, and hard 
earned investment dollars, all riding on Santorini.

We would like to open the conversation with you about remedies for the dire  consequences this 
poses for a business and our future.

My father and I look forward to meeting with you soon.
Sincerely,

John Nicklow

cell: 612-353-7355

Anthony Nicklow

cell: 612-710-9401

Comment #551



Faith Cable Kumon 
<Kumon@smithpartners.com> 

12/31/2012 07:06 PM

To "'swcorridor@co.hennepin.mn.us'" 
<swcorridor@co.hennepin.mn.us>

cc

bcc

Subject Southwest DEIS comments

Please include the following comments on the Southwest DIES, prepared on behalf of the Midtown
Community Works Partnership (MCW).

The MCW Partnership supports the 3A option for the Southwest LRT and has significant concerns about
the co location of freight rail in the Kenilworth corridor.

The MCW Partnership supports the 3A option because of the potential impacts to the Midtown
Greenway trail posed by 3C and because of the Partnership believes that a Midtown Streetcar would be
a preferable transit option in the Midtown Greenway. As noted on pages 3 59 and 6 59, the
construction of the LRT through the Midtown Greenway could cause problems for the existing
pedestrian and bicycle trail, requiring the trail to be reconstructed at street level. The designs for the 3C
options are particularly problematic for the Midtown Greenway trail users at Nicollet Avenue who would
have to go up a ramp, cross Nicollet at grade, and down another ramp. The 3C options are also less
desirable because they would not provide a connection along the Midtown Greenway to the Hiawatha
LRT line. A future Midtown Streetcar could provide a continuous connection from the Southwest LRT to
the Hiawatha LRT as well as all of the destinations along the Lake Street – Midtown Greenway corridor.

The co location option, 3A 1, is problematic at West Lake Street for existing bicycle and pedestrian
connections as well as for future transit. The freight rail relocation segment (page 3 60) will remove the
at grade crossing along the Southwest bike trail will improve the experience for existing bicyclists but
more importantly, it will also improve the pedestrian and bicycle experience when accessing the West
Lake Station. Although not mentioned in this section of the DEIS, the freight rail relocation will create
enough space for a future Midtown Streetcar to connect at the West Lake Station.

The land use assumptions, while generally good, make some assumptions that may not reflect the
current state of best practice research. Page 5 18 states that the implementation of LRT and the
accompanying reduction in bus service may reduce TOD development potential. This generalization that
TOD potential is reduced from a change in transit service from a slower bus service to a faster LRT
service with fewer stops is not logical nor is it supported by evidence from other cities across the
country.

The Midtown Alternatives Analysis began in late 2012 to study the Lake Street and Midtown Greenway
corridors for improved transit service. The work of this study should be acknowledged in the Final EIS as
it moves forward.

Best,

Faith Cable Kumon
smith
     partners
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debbielarry@comcast.net 

12/31/2012 10:01 PM

To swcorridor@co.hennepin.mn.us

cc

bcc

Subject Comments on the Draft DEIS for the Southwest LRT

To Whom It May Concern--
I am writing to add my comments on the Draft DEIS for the Southwest LRT project.  Being a 
Kenwood resident I have followed the issue for many years and recognize the impacts (both 
positive and negative) the rail line could have on our neighborhood.  I am a member of the 
Kenwood Isles Area Association (KIAA) board and have been very involved in composing that 
group's response to the DEIS.  I attach those comments at the end of this note for reference and 
to lend my voice of support to them.  In addition, I would like to comment on three specific 
elements of the project that are of particular interest to me.
1. Effect To Land Use and Socioeconomics (Section 3.1.5.1).  The report states 
"Implementation of LRT service and stations along the Segment A alignment would likely result 
in some land use changes surrounding the stations, particularly north of the lakes where tracts of 
undeveloped land are being considered for development." The reason there are tracts of 
undeveloped land in this area is because it is a park.  People have worked for many years to 
reclaim a former rail yard to create a large park, complete with walking and bike trails, within a 
few miles of downtown Minneapolis.  I do not believe the LPA makes sense in so many ways, 
but if the LRT is to come on this alignment I believe it should pass with as little impact on a 
natural space many people have worked very hard to create and maintain.  Areas north of I-394, 
near the cement crushing area and behind Bryn Mawr Fields may hold development possibilities, 
but the land in Cedar Lake Park south of I-394 should maintain as much of its park character as 
possible.
2. Proposed Cedar Lake Parkway Overpass Bridge.  Appendix F, Conceptual Engineering 
Drawings (page 54) shows a new bridge spanning Cedar Lake Parkway to separate the LRT line 
and the road.  The illustration shows a nearly 5% grade, both up and down, with the bridge 
reaching a height of nearly 25 feet (apparently).  I agree that, with the volume of traffic and the 
importance of that road for various neighborhoods, that LRT and Cedar Lake Parkway should be 
separated.  But a bridge of that size would drastically change the character of the neighborhood 
for the worse and potentially reduce the value of homes that are in proximity to the bridge.  In 
addition, a public beach is within 50 yards of that intersection and, while the bridge may increase 
safety (which I am not convinced of) it will ruin another piece of the Minneapolis park system.  
While many argue that parks should not take precedent over people, the parks of Minneapolis are 
a significant asset and a reason people choose to live and visit the city.  I strongly urge further 
investigation in separating LRT and Cedar Lake Parkway, possibly by trenching the LRT at that 
point or depressing the rail line and having the road extend over it.
3. Colocation of the freight rail and LRT in the Kenilworth Corridor.  I wholeheartedly 
agree with the findings throughout the report that show that colocation of the freight line with 
LRT is not an appropriate approach.  The biggest problems for that approach are of the portion 
of the line between the West Calhoun station and 21st street.  As the report points out, it seems 
the only way to make colocation work is to remove 57 townhomes and displace their residents.  
Ignoring for a minute the possible financial hardship some of these people may experience, the 

Comment #556



city of Minneapolis loses current and future property taxes. As a Minneapolis resident, I cannot 
abide the city losing tax revenues in order for this line to become a reality.  I also do not believe 
the neighborhood should endure both a new LRT line and freight line.  As I said, I do not believe 
the current LPA is in the best interests of the city of Minneapolis, but if it is indeed the LPA then 
the neighborhoods through which it runs should not have to experience both the increased freight 
rail traffic and the new LRT traffic.
There are many other issues that concern me with the alignment considered with the LPA, but 
the KIAA response does a very good job in addressing them.  For that reason, I am attaching 
those comments to mine and hope you will consider them as an integral part of my response to 
the Draft DEIS. 
I support increased public transportation options, and hope the Southwest LRT can be 
implemented in a way that is beneficial for all communities along the line, including the city of 
Minneapolis.  In order for that to happen, however, a number of issues need to be addressed and 
resolved to the satisfaction of everyone that lives along the proposed line.  
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft DEIS.
Sincerely,
Larry Moran
2205 Oliver Avenue South
Minneapolis, MN  55406




