Comment#40(

DEC 26 2012

| E | ADM - Benson Quinn
/701 4™ Avenue South — Suite 800
Minneapolis, MN-55415-1633
Ph. 612-340-5900

/‘\DM -  Fax: 612-335-2948

December 4, 2012

™

Dear Hennepin County, Housing, Community Works & Transit:

I am writing to you on behalf of ADM-Benson Quinn (ADM-BQ). ADM-BQ has been providing
agricultural services in the form of grain origination, merchandising and transportation services to the
country elevators and farmers in south central Minnesota since 1920. We have recently made a
substantial investment at Brownton, MN located on the TC&W in a greenfield grain storage and
handling facility for origination of local grain production. This investment was made in partnership
with United Farmers Coop.

We rely on grain origination from this region to feed ADM’s export assets to supply destination markets
across the globe. Rail is an integral part of this link from producer to export market. Minnesota has a
long-lived, rich history of linking its farmer-producers to export markets. This linkage has become a
vital part of the fabric of Minnesota’s economy. A disruption to this transportation system will have an
adverse effect on the agricultural economy of this region.

We have reviewed the design as recommended in the Southwest Transitway Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (DEIS), which recommends a relocation of the freight rail route to accommodate the
Southwest Light Rail Transitway (SWLRT). We further understand, based on information provided by C
TC&W, that the recommended freight rail relocation design as shown in the DEIS rcleascd on October
12, 2012, will result in increased costs for TC&W to operate its trains to and from ADM-BQ facilities.
With increased competitive pressures and tightening margins, it is imperative that we continue to strive
towards providing Minnesota’s farming regions with the most cost-effective transportation system
possible. It is critical that ADM-BQ retains the economical freight rail transportation option which is
provided by TC&W. It is our understanding that TC&W has encouraged you to consider alternatives
that would be less intrusive to the existing freight business and that several of these alternatives would
be less costly and more conducive to serving the needs of all parties involved. Therefore, we could
support the following alternatives to your recommended design: C

1) Do engineering for the reroute that meets TC&W’s engineering standards; G 1
2) Co-locate the SWLRT with the current freight route;

3) Reroute freight back to the 29" Street Corridor, where the TC&W ran until 199 G 2

4) Route the SWLRT up the MN&S rail line. G 2

We are hopeful we can work together to find a solution that will yield a fair and economically viable
result to benefit all parties affected. We are confident an alternative solution can be reached. We would L 1
be happy to participate in discussions towards this end.

Sincerely,

ADM-BENSON QUINN, A DIVISION OF
ARCHER D ELS MIDLAND COMPANY

Scott D. Nagel, President

A Division of Archer Daniels Midland Company 1318
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Comment#401

340 Michigan St. SE
P.O. Box 609
Hutchinson, MN 55350-0609

GRI Phone: 320-587-2133
800-328-5189
Fax: 320-587-5816

IRA_D ING www.agritradingcorp.com

November 28, 2012

Dear Hennepin County, Housing, Community Works & Transit

Attn: Southwest Transitway

We, the Agri Trading Corp. depend on the Twin Cities & Western Railroad Company (TC&W) for
economical freight rail transportation. We, the Agri Trading Corp. understand that the Southwest
Transitway Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) recommends a relocation of the freight C
rail route to accommodate the Southwest Light Rail Transitway (SWLRT). We, the Agri Trading
Corp. further understand, based on information provided by TC&W, that the recommended freight
rail relocation design as shown in the DEIS released on October 12, 2012, will result in increased
costs for TC&W to operate its trains to and from Agri Trading Corp.

It is important that Agri Trading Corp retain an economical freight rail transportation option which is
provided by TC&W. The design as recommended in the DEIS is not acceptable to maintain our
competitive freight rail transportation. Alternatives to your recommended design would be: C
1) Do engineering for the reroute that meets TC&W'’s engineering standards,
2) Co-locate the SWLRT with the current freight route, G 1
3) Reroute freight back to the 29" St Corridor, where TC&W ran until 1998, or G 2
4) Route the SWLRT up the MN&S rail line G 2

Therefore we recommend Hennepin County and the Met Council address TC&W's concerns over
the design of the freight rail relocation shown in the DEIS, and work with the TC&W to arrive at a C
freight rail solution that preserves our existing economical freight rail transportation.

Since rural Minnesota provides a significant amount of exports from the State of Minnesota, and
since having economical freight rail transportation is imperative to allow rural Minnesota to

compete in the global marketplace, we recommend Hennepin County and the Met Council reject C
the freight rail design as recommended in the DEIS and arrive at an acceptable design, as we
depend on economical freight rail transportation.

We, the Agri Trading Corp. oppose the freight rail relocation design recommendation in the DEIS
based on information provided by the TC&W and recommend that the freight rail issues be C
resolved to preserve our economical freight rail transportation options.

e B

Stephen Borstad
Agri Trading Corp.

1319
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Commentt402

" BIBC#

BIRD ISLAND BEAN CO LLC

Common sense solutions for Central Minnesota’s dry bean growers.
December 4, 2012
Dear Hennepin County, Housing, Community Works & Transit-Attn: Southwest Transit Way:

We, Bird Island Bean Co, LLC, depend on the Twin Cities & Western Railroad Company (TC&W) for
economical freight rail transportation. We understand that the Southwest Transit Way Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) recommends a relocation of the freight rail route to C
accommodate the Southwest Light Rail Transit Way (SWLRT). We, Bird Island Bean Co, LLC, further
understand, based on the information provided by TC&W, that the recommended freight rail relocation
design as shown in the DEIS released on October 12, 2012 will result in increased costs for TC&W to

operate its trains to and from Bird Island Bean Co.

It is imperative that Bird Island Bean Co, LLC, retain an economical freight rail transportation option
which is provided by TC&W. The design as recommended in the DEIS is not acceptable to maintain our
competitive freight rail transportation. Alternatives to your recommended design would be:

1.) Do engineering for the reroute that meets TC&W's engineering standards, C G 1

2.) Co-locate the SWLRT with the current freight route,

3.) Reroute freight back to the 29t St. Corridor, where TC&W ran until 1998, or G 2

4.) Route the SWLRT up the MN&S rail line. G 2

Therefore we recommend Hennepin County and the Met Council address TC&W’s concerns over the
design of the freight rail relocation shown in the DEIS, and work with the TC&W to arrive at a freight rail
solution that preserves our existing economical freight rail transportation. C

Since rural Minnesota provides a significant amount of exports from the State of Minnesota, and since
having economical freight rail transportation is vital to allow us in rural Minnesota to compete in the
global marketplace, we respectfully request that Hennepin County and the Met Council reject the freight C
rail design as recommended in the DEIS and work to arrive at a acceptable design, as we depend on
economical freight rail transportation.

We, Bird Island Bean Co, LLC oppose the freight rail relocation design recommendation in the DEIS based
on information provided by the TC&W and recommend that the freight rail issues by resolved to preserve C

our economical freight rail transportation option.
Sincerely, g [

Cohrle,—

Larry Serbus, owner
| Curt Meyer, owner
‘ Bird Island Bean Co, LLC

320-365-3070 P.O. Box 249 | East Hwy 212 | Bird Island, MN 53310  www.bibcllc.com
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Commentt#40:

BIRD ISLAND SOIL SERVICE CENTER INC.
511 OAK AVE
BIRD ISLAND, MN 55310
320-365-3655 or 800-369-2812

November 26, 2012

Dear Hennepin County, Housing Community Works & Transit — Attn:
Southwest Transitway:

Bird Island Soil Service Center depends on the Twin Cities & Western

Railroad Company for economical freight rail transportation. Because the C
Southwest Transitway Draft Environmental Impact Statement recommends a
relocation of the freight rail route to accommodate the Southwest Light Rail
Transitway our rail freight will see increased costs.

We support light rail transportation, but not the current proposed route that C
will increase rail freight. We recommend that Hennepin County and others
involved find a solution that keeps rail freight competitive. It makes no

sense to us to use light rail to remove vehicles from the roadways just to add C
trucks, because to noncompetitive rates.

Bird Island Soil Service Center opposes the current freight rail relocation C
design and hope that a better solution can be found.

Sincerely,

Brad Aaseth
General Manager
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Commentt#40<

CENTRAL BI-PRODUCTS Phone: 507-637-2938
Fax: 507-637-5409
590 West Park Road www.centralbi.com
P.O. Box 319

® Redwood Falls, Minnesota 56283-0319

December 3, 2012

Hennepin County, Housing, Community Works & Transit
Attn: Southwest Transitway

Dear Hennepin County, Housing, Community Works & Transit:

Central Bi-Products depends on the Twin Cities & Western Railroad Company (TC&W) for economical
freight rail transportation. Central Bi-Products understands that the Southwest Transitway Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) recommends a relocation of the freight rail route to accommodate C
the Southwest Light Rail Transitway (SWLRT). Central Bi-Products further understands, based on
information provided by TC&W, that the recommended freight rail relocation design as shown in the DEIS
released on October 12, 2012 will result in increased costs for TC&W to operate its trains to and from
Central Bi-Products.

It is imperative that Central Bi-Products retain an economical freight rail transportation option which is
provided by TC&W. The design as recommended in the DEIS is not acceptable to maintain our competitive

freight rail transportation. Alternatives to your recommended design would be:
1.) Do engineering for the reroute that meets TC&W's engineering standards. G 1 C
2.) Co-locate the SWLRT with the current freight route,
3.) Reroute freight back to the 29" St Corridor, where TC&W ran until 1998, or G 2
4.) Route the SWLRT up the MN&S rail line. G 2

Therefore, we recommend that Hennepin County and the Met Council address TC&W's concerns over the
design of the freight rail relocation shown in the DEIS, and work with the TC&W to arrive at a freight rail C
solution that preserves our existing economical freight rail transportation.

Since rural Minnesota provides a significant amount of exports from the State of Minnesota, and since having
economical freight rail transportation is imperative to allow rural Minnesota to compete in the global

marketplace, we recomimend that Hennepin County and the Met Council reject the freight rail design as C
recommended in the DEIS and arrive at an acceptable design as we depend on economical freight rail
transportation,

Central Bi-Products opposes the freight rail relocation design recommendation in the DEIS based on
information provided by the TC&W and recommends that the freight rail issues be resolved to preserve our C
economical freight rail transportation options.

Sincerely,
Cantral Bi-Products

Jang el

Duane Anderson
Chief Operating Officer
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Comment#40t
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Dear Hennepin County, Housing, Community Works & Transit — ATTN: Southwest Transitway:

We, the Central Bi-Products depend on the Twin Cities & Western Railroad Company (TC&W) for
economical freight rail transportation. We, the Central Bi-Products understand that the Southwest
Transitway Draft Environmental Impact Statement {DEIS} recommends a relocation of the freight rail C
route to accommodate the Southwest Light Raii Transitway (SWLRT). We the Central Bi-Products
further understand, based on information provided by TC&W, that the recommended freight rail
relocation design as shown in the DEIS released on October 12, 2012 will result in increased costs for
TC&W to operate its trains to and from Central Bi-Products.

It is imperative that Central Bi-Products retain an economical freight rail transportation option which is
provided by TCRW. The design as recommended in the DEIS is not acceptable to maintain our

competitive freight raii transportation. Alternatives to your recommended design would be:
1.) Do engineering for the reroute that meets TC&W's engineering standards, G 1 C
2.} Co-locate the SWLRT with the current freight route,
3.} Reroute freight back to the 29" St Corridor, where TC&W ran until 1998, or G 2
4.) Route the SWLRT up the MN&S rail line G 2

Therefore we recommend Hennepin County and the Met Council address TC&W's concerns over the
design of the freight rail relocation shown in the DEIS, and work with the TC&W to arrive at a freight rail C
solution that preserves our existing economical freight rail transportation.

- Since rural Minnesota provides a significant amount of exports from the State of Minnesota, and since
having economical freight rail transportation is imperative to allow rural Minnesota to compete in the C
global marketplace, we recommend Hennepin County and the Met Council reject the freight rait design
as recommended in the DEIS and arrive at an acceptable design, as we depend on economical freight rail

transportation.

We, the Central Bi-Products oppose the freight rail relocation design recommendation in the DEIS based
on information provided by the TC&W and recommend that the freight rail issues be resolved to C
preserve our economical freight rail transportation optiens.

Centrai Bi—Plod‘uct

1323


V-McconnHM
Typewritten Text
Comment #405

mferna10
Text Box
C

mferna10
Text Box
C

mferna10
Text Box
G2

mferna10
Text Box
G1

mferna10
Text Box
G2

mferna10
Text Box
C

mferna10
Text Box
C

mferna10
Text Box
C


Comment#40¢

3

Clinton Co-op Farmers Elevator Association

Box 371 ' Phone: (3.0) 325.5404
Clinson, Minnesota 56225 oy 28, 2010 Fax: (520) 325.5405

Dear Hennepin County, Housing, Community Works & Transit — ATTN: Southwest Transitway:

We, the Clinton Elevator depend on the Twin Cities & Western Railroad Company (TC&W) for
economical freight rail transportation. We, the Clinton Elevator understand that the Southwaest
Transitway Draft Environmental Impact Statement {DEIS) recommends a relocation of the freight rail C
route to accommodate the Southwest Light Rail Transitway (SWLRT). We the Clinton Elevator further
understand, based on information provided by TC&W, that the recommended freight rail relocation
design as shown in the DEIS released on October 12, 2012 wili result in increased costs for TC&W to
operate its trains to and from Clinton Elevator.

it is imperative that Clinton Elevator retain an economical freight rail transportation option which is
provided by TC&W. The design as recommended in the DEIS is not acceptable to maintain our

competitive freight rail transportation. Alternatives to your recommended design would be: C
1.} Do engineering for the reroute that meets TC&W'’s engineering standards, G 1
2.) Co-locate the SWLRT with the current freight route,
3.) Reroute freight back to the 29" St Corridor, where TC&W ran until 1998, or G 2
4.) Route the SWLRT up the MN&S rail line G 2
Therefore we recommend Hennepin County and the Met Council address TC&W’s concerns over the
design of the freight rail relocation shown in the DEIS, and work with the TC&W to arrive at a freight rail C

solution that preserves our existing economical freight rail transportation.

Since rural Minnesota provides a significant amount of exports from the State of Minnesota, and since
having economical freight rail transportation is imperative to allow rural Minnesota to compete in the C
global marketplace, we recammend Hennepin County and the Met Council reject the freight rail design
as recommended in the DEIS and arrive at an acceptable design, as we depend on economical freight rail

transportation.

We, the Clinton Elevator oppose the freight rail relocation design recommendation in the DEIS based on
information provided by the TC&W and recommend that the freight rail issues be resolved to preserve C

our economical freight rail transportation options.

Sincerely,

o i, e

Clinton Elevator

e
Grain bUg@F
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Commentt#407

."‘ CLOUD PEAK

ENERGY®

December 3, 2012
Dear Hennepin County Housing, Community Works & Transit — Attn: Southwest Transitway:

Cloud Peak Energy depends on Twin Cities & Western Railroad Company (TC&W) for economical freight
transportation into Minnesota. We understand that the Southwest Transitway Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS) recommends relocation of the freight rail route used by TC&W to accommodate the
Southwest Light Rail Transitway (SWLRT). We have been informed by TC&W that the recommended freight rail
relocation design in the preferred alternative LRT3A as shown in the DEIS released on October 12, 2012 would
result in increased costs for TC&W to operate its trains to and from our delivery points.

TC&W provides an economical freight transportation option for us to bring product to many areas of Minnesota.
We fear that increased operational costs on TC&W related to this change will be passed on to our customers.
This would limit the ability to economically bring product into many areas of Minnesota served by TC&W and its
logistics chain, which would have a negative socio-economic impact on businesses and the regional economies
in those areas, likely resulting in net negative economic impacts against the projected localized development
surrounding alignment and station areas with the preferred alternative.

We understand that TC&W may have some solutions that work for both the SWLRT and TC&W's freight ra (\

operations, some of which were alternatives considered under the DEIS. The potential solutions TC&W h4

described to us include (1) co-locating the SWLRT with the current freight route, (2) re-routing the freight back to
the 29" Street corridor, where TC&W ran until 1998, (3) routing the SWLRT up the MN&S rail line or (4)
engineering a re-route of the freight rail that meets TC&W's engineering standards. For the benefit of our
customers and their communities in Minnesota, we respectfully ask that you consider alternative proposals
provided by TC&W that can address concerns related to the SWLRT and still allow TC&W to continue
operations in an economical manner.

Sincerely,

Cloud Peak Energi Resourc%iLC
: Py

By
enlachalf Name: Jim Orefiafd
'Tb Title: Sr. Vice President, Marketing and Government Affairs

12{3[2012_.

CLOUD PEAK ENERGY RESOURCES LLC | 385 Interlocken Crescent, Suite 400 | Broomfield, CO 80021
T +1 720.566.2900 | IF +1 720.566.3099 | www.cloudpeakenergy.com
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Multiplying the Power of Our Owners ™

November 26, 2012

Dear Hennepin County, Housing, Community Works & Transit — Attn: Southwest Transitway:

We, Coop Country Farmers Elevator (CCFE) depend on the Twin Cities & Western Railroad Company
(TC&W) for economical freight rail transportation. CCFE understands that the Southwest Transitway
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) recommends a relocation of the freight rail route to C
accommodate the Southwest Light Rail Transitway (SWLRT). CCFE further understands, based on the
information provided by TC&W, that the recommended freight rail relocation design as shown in the
DEIS released on Octoher 12, 2012 will result in increased costs for TC &W to operate its trains to and
from CCFE.

It is imperative that CCFE retain an economical freight rail transportation option which is provided by
TC&W. The design as recommended in the DEIS is not acceptable to maintain our competitive freight
rail transportation. Alternatives to your recommended design would be:

1) Do engineering for the reroute that meets TC&W's engineering stands,

2) Co-locate the SWLRT with the current freight route, G 1

3) Reroute freight back to the 29" St. Corridor, where TC&W ran until 1998, or

4) Route the SWLRT up the MN&S rail line G2 GZ
Therefore, we recommend Hennepin County and the Met Council address TC&W's concerns over the

design of the freight rail relocation shown in the DEIS, and work with the TC&W to arrive at a freight rail
solution that preserves our existing economical freight rail transportation. C

Since rural Minnesota provides a significant amount of exports from the State of Minnesota, and since
having economical freight rail transportation is imperative to allow rural Minnesota to compete in the
global marketplace, we recommend Hennepin County and the Met Council reject the freight rail design C
as recommended in the DEIS and arrive at an acceptable design, as we depend on economical freight rail
transportation.

CCFE opposes the freight rail relocation design recommendation in the DEIS based on information
provided by the TC&W and recommend that the freight rail issues be resolved to preserve our C
economical freight rail transportation options.

Sincerely,

Cus L pe

Craig Hebhrink
President & CEO

Co-op Country Farmers Elevator ¢ 340 DuPont Avenue N.E. » P.O. Box 604 » Renville, MN 56284

Locations in: Danube + Olivia + Renville * Sacred Heart
Business Office: 320-329-8377 » coopcountry.com 1326
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Comment#40¢

Corona Grain & Feed

P Bosx 167 Phone: 605-432-6206
Lorena, S 7227 Fax: 605-432-9282

November 27, 2012

Dear Hennepin County, Housing, Community Works & Transit - ATTN: Southwest Transitway:

We, The Corona Grain & Feed, depend on the Twin Cities & Western Railroad Company (TC&W) for
economical freight rail transportation. We, the Corona Grain & Feed understand that the Southwest C
Transitway Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) recommends a relocation of the freight rail
route to accommodate the Southwest Light Rail Transitway (SWLRT). We, the Corona Grain & Feed
further understand, based on information provided by TC&W, that the recommended freight rail
relocation design as shown in the DEIS released on October 12, 2012 will result in increased costs for
TC&W to operate its trains to and from Corona Grain & Feed.

It is imperative that Corona Grain & Feed retain an economical freight rail transportation option which is
provided by TC&W. The design as recommended in the DEIS is not acceptable to maintain our

competitive freight rail transportation. Alternatives to your recommended design would be: C
1} Do engineering for the reroute that meets TC&W’s engineering standards, G 1
2} Co-locate the SWLRT with the current freight route,
3) Reroute freight back to the 29t St, Corridor, where TC&W ran until 1998, or G 2
4) Route the SWLRT up the MN&S rail line G 2
Therefore we recommend Hennepin County and the Met Council address TC&W'’s concerns over the
design of the freight rail relocation shown in the DEIS, and work with the TC&W to arrive at a frelght rail C

solution that preserves our existing economical freight rail transportation.

Sincere rural Minnesota provides a significant amount of exports from the State of Minnesota, and since
having economical freight rail transportation is imperative to allow rural Minnesota to compete in the
globhal marketplace, we recommend Hennepin County and the Met Council reject the freight rail design z C
recommended in the DEIS and arrive at an acceptable design, as we depend on economical freight rail
transportation.

We, the Corona Grain & Feed oppose the freight rail relocation design recommendation in the DEIS based

on information provided by the TC&W and recommend that the freight rail issues be resolved to preserv C

our economical freight rail transpaortation options.

Sincerely,

Jerry Settje, Manager

Corona Grain & Feed

1327
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Dairy Farmers of America

November 27, 2012
Dear Hennepin County, Housing, Community Works & Transit-ATTN: Southwest Transitway
The Dairy Farmers of America Winthrop, MN dairy plant depends on the TC&W for providing our dairy plant

with the lowest cost butter fat and other dairy ingredients we need to produce our finished goods butter oil. The
Winthrop, MN butter oil is exported internationally to fifteen countries. The Winthrop plant also requires up to

(7) seven truckloads per week of locally produced Renville sugar. Without the TC&W rail service our raw C
material costs would be 20% higher due to the higher costs of truck rates versus rail rates. Any higher rail rat

jeopardize the future jobs of the sixty (60) employees working at the Winthrop, MN plant.

The Dairy Farmers of America Winthrop, MN plant understands that the Southwest Transitway Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) recommends a relocation of the freight rail route to accommodate the

SWLT. We further understand, based on information provided by TC&W, that the recommended freight rail C

relocation design as shown in the DEIS released on October 12, 2012 will results in increased costs for the
TC&W to operate its trains to and from the Dairy Farmers of America Winthrop, MN plant.

It is imperative that the Dairy Farmers of America Winthrop, MN plant retain an economical freight rail
transportation option which is provided by the TC&W. The design as recommended in the DEIS is not C
acceptable to maintain our competitive freight rail transportation. Alternatives to your recommended design
would be:

C

1. Do engineering for the reroute that meets TC&W’s engineering standards G 1

2. Co-locate the SWLRT with the current freight route

3. Reroute freight back to the 29" St Corridor, where TC&W ran until 1998 or G 2
4. Route the SWLRT up the MN&S rail line G 2

f‘

o)

Therefore, we recommend Hennepin County and the Met Council address TC&W’s concerns over the design

the freight rail relocation shown in the DEIS, and work with the TC&W to arrive at a freight rail solution that

preserves our existing economical freight rail transportation.

Since rural Minnesota provides a significant amount of exports from the State of Minnesota we recommend
Hennepin County and the Met Council reject the freight design as recommended in the DEIS and arrive at an

acceptable design, as we depend on economical freight rail transportation.

The Dairy Farmers of America Winthrop, MN plant opposes the freight rail relocation design recommendation

in the DEIS based on the information provided by the TC&W and recommend that the freight rail issues be
resolved to preserve our economical freight rail transportation options. C

Sincerely
Gmits
Tom Otto

Plant Manager

1328
Box Z, 212 East 1* Street o Winthrop, MN 55396 e Tel: 507-647-5385 e Fax: 507-647-2205
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Commentt#411]

Sauity Elevat%

Qeang Cc:n‘ﬂ?‘a“"és

Dear Hennepin County, Housing, Community Works & Transit-ATTN: Southwest Transit:

December 3, 2012

We, Equity Elevator & Trading Co. depend on the Twin Cities & Western Railroad Company (TC&W) for
economical freight rail transportation. We, the Equity Elevator & Trading Co. understand that the
Southwest Transitway Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) recommends a relocation of the C

freight rail route to accommodate the South Light Rail Transitway (SWLRT). We the Equity Elevator &
Trading Co. further understand, based on information provided by TC&W, that the recommended
freight rail location design as shown in the DEIS released on October 12, 2012 will result in increased
costs for TC&W to operate its trains to and from Equity Elevator & Trading Co..

It is imperative that Equity Elevator & Trading Co. retain an economical freight rail transportation option C
which is provided by TC&W. The design as recommended in the DEIS is not acceptable to maintain our
competitive freight rail transportation. Alternatives to your recommended design would be:

1.) Do the engineering for the reroute that meets TC&W'’s engineering standards, C
2.} Co-locate the SWLRT with current freight route, G 1

3.) Reroute freight back to the 29" St Corridor, where TCW ran until 1998 or G 2
4.) Route the SWLRT up to the MN&S GZ

Therefore we recommend Hennepin County and the Met Council address TC&W's concerns over the
design of the freight rail relocation shown in DEIS. And work with the DEIS to arrive at a freight rail C
solution that preserves our existing economical freight rail transportation.

Since rural Minnesota provides a significant amount of exports from the State of Minnesota, and since

having economical freight rail transportation is imperative to allow rural Minnesota to compete in the C
global marketplace, we recommend Hennepin County and the Met Council reject the freight rail design
as recommended in the DEIS and arrive at an acceptable design, as we depend on economical freight rail

transportation.

We, the Equity Elevator & Trading Co. oppose the freight rail relocation design recommendation in the
DEIS based on information provided by TC&W and recommend that the freight rail issues be resolved to C
preserve our economical freight rail transportation options.

Sincerely,

Rodney Winter, General Manager

Equity Elevator & Trading Company
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Comment#41:

B HANLEY FALLS " COTTONWOOD B TAUNTON M
2| Farmers Co-operative Elevator Co.
armers % 1972 510th Street E%,‘,‘gt"wwd
" en
ooperative |3 Hanley Falls, MY 56245 0053 Ty
levator Co. |G L Monoden
MONTEVIDEO s ECHO x MINNEOTA sGHENT M Taunton

B GRANITE FALLS

507-423-6235
507-925-4126
507-428-3255
320-564-3834
507-872-6134
320-564-3835
320-269-6531
507-872-6161

December 3, 2012

Dear Hennepin County, Housing, Community Works & Transit — ATTN: Southwest Transitway:

The Farmers Co-operative Elevator Company of Hanley Falls (FCE) depends on the Twin Cities & Western Railroad
Company (TC&W) for economical freight rail transportation. FCE understands that the Southwest Transitway Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) recommends a relocation of the freight rail route to accommodate the
Southwest Light Rail Transitway (SWLRT). We further understand, based on information provided by TC&W, that

the recommended freight rail relocation design as shown in the DEIS released on October 12, 2012 will resu

Itin

increased costs for TC&W to operate its trains to and from our locations at Montévideo, Granite Falls, Echo and

Minnesota Falls.

It is imperative that FCE retain an economical freight rail transportation option which is provided by TC&W. The
design as recommended in the DEIS is not acceptable to maintain our competitive freight rail transportation.

Alternatives to your recommended design would be:

1.) Do engineering for the reroute that meets TC&W'’s engineering standards,
2.) Co-locate the SWLRT with the current freight route,

Gl

3.) Reroute freight back to the 29" St Corridor, where TC&W ran until 1998, or
4.) Route the SWLRT up the MN&S rail line

G2

On behalf of our two thousand Patron/Owners, we recommend Hennepin County and the Met Cduncil address
TC&W'’s concerns over the design of the freight rail relocation shown in the DEIS, and work with the TC&W to

arrive at a freight rail solution that preserves our existing economical freight rail transportation.

Since rural Minnesota provides a significant amount of exports from the State of Minnesota, and since having
economical freight rail transportation is imperative to allow rural Minnesota to compete in the global marketplace,

we recommend Hennepin County and the Met Council reject the freight rail design as recommended in the
and arrive at an acceptable design, as we depend on economical freight rail transportation.

DEIS

The Farmers Co-operative Elevator Company of Hanley Falls along with our Patron/Owners oppose the freight rail
relocation design recommendation in the DEIS based on information provided by the TC&W and recommend that

the freight rail issues be resolved to preserve our economical freight rail transportation options.

Sincerely,

Scott Dubbelde, General Manager
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Comment#41:

FARMERS UNION CO-OP OIL COMPANY C E N E X @@;

MONTEVIDEO  GRANITE FALLS

MONTEVIDEO, MINNESOTA 56265 GRANITE FALLS, MINNESOTA 56241
Phone: (320) 269-8861 Agri Center: (320) 564-3833
124 West Nichols Ave C-Store: (320) 564-2525

December 3, 2012

Dear Hennepin County, Housing, Community Works & Transit — Attn: Southwest Transitway:

We, the Farmers Union Coop Oil Company depend on the Twins Cities & Western Railroad Company (TC&W) for economical freight

rail transportation. We, the Farmers Union Coop Oil Company understand that the Southwest Transitway Draft Environmental C
Impact Statement (DEIS) recommends a relocation of the freight rail route to accommodate the Southwest Light Rail Transitway

(SWLRT). We, the Farmers Union Coop Oil Company further understand, based on information provided by TC&W, that the
recommended freight rail relocation design as shown in the DEIS released on October 12, 2012 will result in increased costs for
TC&W to operate its trains to and from Farmers Union Coop Oil Company.

It is imperative that Farmers Union Coop Oil Company retain an economical freight rail transportation option which is provided by C
TC&W. The design as recommended in the DEIS is not acceptable to maintain our competitive freight rail transportation.

Alternatives to your recommended design would be:

1 Do engineering for the reroute that meets TC&W’s engineering standards, G 1 C
2 Co-locate the SWLRT with the current freight route,

3.) Reroute freight back to the 29" st Corridor, where TC&W ran until 1998, or G 2
4 Route the SWLRT up the MN&S rail line. GZ
Therefore, we recommend Hennepin County and the Met Council address TC&W'’s concerns over the design of the freight rail C
relocation shown in the DEIS, and work with TC&W to arrive at a freight rail solution that preserves our existing economical freight

rail transportation.

Since rural Minnesota provides a significant amount of exports from the State of Minnesota, and since having economical freight rail

transportation is imperative to allow rural Minnesota to compete in the global marketplace, we recommend Hennepin County and C
the Met Council reject the freight rail design as recommended in the DEIS and arrive at an acceptable design, as we depend on

economical freight rail transportation.

We, the Farmers Union Coop Oil Company oppose the freight rail relocation design recommendation in the DEIS based on
information provided by the TC&W and recommend that the freight rail issues be resolved to preserve our economical freight rail C

transportation options.

Sincerely,
A

Glen C. Moe, General Manager
Farmers Union Coop Oil Company
124 W Nichols Ave

Montevideo, MN 56265

; 1331
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Commentt#41<

Farmers Cooperative Oil Company

P.O. Box 157
461 2nd Avenue West,
Echo, MN 56237-0157
Phone 507-925-4114 » Fax 507-925-4159

Belview C-Store Belview Electric Sacred Heart C-Store
507-938-3069 507-938-4133 320-765-2752
December 5, 2012

Dear Hennepin County, Housing, Community Works & Transit
Attn: Southwest Transitway:

We, the Farmers Coop Oil & Fertilizer depend on the Twin Cities & Western Railroad Company (TC&W) for
economical freight rail transportation. We, the Farmers Coop Qil & Fertilizer understand that the Southwest
Transitway Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) recommends a relocation of the freight rail route to C
accommodate the Southwest Light Rail Transitway (SWLRT). We, the Farmers Coop Oil & Fertilizer further
understand, based on information provided by TC&W, that the recommended freight rail relocation design as
shown in the DEIS released on October 12, 2012 will result in increased costs for TC&W to operate its trains to and
from Farmers Coop Oil & Fertilizer.

It is imperative that Farmers Coop Qil & Fertilizer retain an economical freight rail transportation option which is

provided by TC&W. The design as recommended in the DEIS is not acceptable to maintain our competitive freight C

rail transportation. Alternatives to your recommended design would be:
1. Do engineering for the reroute that meets TC&W'’s engineering standards. C

2. Co-locate the SWLRT with the current freight route, G 1

3. Reroute freight back to the 29" St Corridor, where TC&W ran until 1998, or

4. Route the SWLRT up the MN&S rail line G 2 G 2
Therefore, we recommend Hennepin County and the Met Council address TC&W's concerns over the desig
freight rail relocation shown in the DEIS, and work with the TC&W to arrive at a freight rail solution that preserves C
our existing economical freight rail transportation.

Since rural Minnesota provides a significant amount of exports from the State of Minnesota, and since having
economical freight rail transportation is imperative to allow rural Minnesota to compete in the global marketplace,
we recommend Hennepin County and the Met Council reject the freight rail design as recommended in the DEIS
and arrive at an acceptable design, as we depend on economical freight rail transportation.

We, the Farmers Coop Oil & Fertilizer oppose the freight rail relocation design recommendation in the DEIS based
on Information provided by the TC& W and recommend that the freight rail issues be resolved to preserve our C
economical freight rail transportation options.

Sincerely,

lon Ahrens
Farmers Coop Qil & Fertilizer

JA/dk
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Comment#41-

A Division of A%{
] Al

300 Highway 168 South, Suite 360
St Louis Park MN  55426-1119
952-852-2999 Phone, 952-852-2908 Fax

Novembar 27, 2012

Dear Hennepin County, Housing, Community Works & Transit - Atin: Southwest Transitway:

FGDI depends on the Twin Cities & Western Railroad Company (TC&W) for sconomical freight rail

trapsportation. We understand that the Southwest Transitwey Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) C
recommends a relocation of the freight rail route to accommodate the Southwest Light Rail Transitway
(SWLRT). Based on information provided by the TC&W, the recommended freight rail relocation design as
shown in the DEIS released October 12, 2012 will result in increased costs for TC&W to operate its trains.

It is very important that FGDI retain an economical freight rail transportation option as provided by the TC&W. C
The design recommended in the DEIS is not acceptable to maintain our competitive freight rail transportation.
Alternatives to your design would be:

1. Do engineering for the reroute that meets TC&W's engineering standards, G 1 C
2. Co-locate the SWLRT with the current freight route,

3. Reroute freight back to the 29" Street corridor, where TC&W ran until 1998, or G 2
4, Route the SWLRT up the MN&S rail line, G 2

Rural Minnesota provides a significant amount of exports from the State of Minnesota and economlcal freight
rail transportation is vital to allow rural Minnesota to compete in the global marketplace. Hennepin County C
and the MET Council should reject the freight rail design as recommended in the DEIS and arrive at an
‘acceptable design, ' ' ‘ ‘ ' ) ' ' ' ' ' ' ' '

We strongly urge Hennepin County and the MET Council address TC&W's concerns over the design of the
freight rail relocation shown in the DEIS, and work with the TC&W to arrive at a freight rail solution that C
preserves our existing economical freight rail transportation.

Sincerely,

Bob Mortenson
Dwayne Meier
Dan Halverson
Beth Grashorn

FGDI A Division of Agrex Inc
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Comment#41¢

Tech Service / Markeling Fax 320-562-2834
or m e Phone 320-562-2413 - Toll Free 1-800-422-3649 « Fax 320-562-2125
Inc.

www.formafeed.com

December 4, 2012

Hennepin County, Housing, Community Works & Transit
ATTN: Southwest Transitway

701 Fourth Avenue South, Suite 400

Minneapolis, MN 55415

Dear Hennepin County, Housing, Community Works & Transit - Attn: Southwest
Transitway:

Form-A-Feed, Inc is located in Stewart, MN and we rely on the Twin Cities & Western
Railroad Company for economical freight rail transportation. We understand that the C
recommended freight rail relocation design as shown in the DEIS released October 12, 2012
will result in increased costs for TC &W to operate its trains to Stewart, MN. Several
businesses in greater Minnesota rely on this railway to maintain a competitive edge in the
market place and these changes will increase costs to our businesses.

Itis important to Form-A-Feed to retain an economical freight rail transportation provided

by TC & W. The design recommended in the DEIS will not help us maintain our C
competitiveness. After correspondence with TC & W we have alternatives to your
recommended design:

= Do engineering for the reroute that meets TC & W’s engineering standards C
U Co-locate the SWLRT with the current freight rout G 1
» ' Reroute freight back to the 29t St Corridor, where TC & W ran until 1998 = G 2
] Route the SWLRT up the MN&S rail line G 2
‘We recommend Hennepin County and the Met Council address TC & W’s concerns over the
design of the freight rail relocation and find a solution that is economical for all parties. C

Rural Minnesota provides a significant amount of exports from the State of Minnesota and
economical freight rail transportation is imperative to allow us to compete in the global
marketplace. We oppose the freight rail relocation design recommendation and C
recommend that the freight rail issues be resolved to preserve an economical freight rail
transportation options.

Sincegely,

Larry Schuette
General Manager, Form-A-Feed, Inc
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Commentt#417

A Glacial Plains
" Cooperative

Partners you can count on www.glacialplains.com

December 3, 2012

Dear Hennepin County, Housing, Community Works & Transit — ATTN: Southwest Transitway:

We, the Glacial Plains Coop, depend on the Twin Cities & Western Railroad Company (TC&W) for economical freight rail
transportation. We, the Glacial Plains Coop, understand that the Southwest Transitway Draft Environmental Impact C
Statement (DEIS) recommends a relocation of the freight rail route to accommodate the Southwest Light Rail Transity
{SWLRT). We, the Glacial Plains Coop, further understand, based on information provided by TC&W, that the
recommended freight rail relocation design as shown in the DEIS released October 12, 2012 will result in increased costs
for TC&W to operate its trains to and from Glacial Plains Coop.

It is imperative that Glacial Plains Coop retain an economical freight rail transportation option which is provided by
TC&W. The design as recommended in the DEIS is not acceptable to maintain our competitive freight rail transportat C
Alternatives to your recommended design would be:
1. Do engineering for the reroute that meets TC&W'’s engineering standards, G 1 C
2. Co-locate the SWLRT with the current freight route,
3. Reroute freight back to the 29" St Corridor, where TC&W ran until 1998, or G 2
4. Route the SWLRT up the MN&S rail line GZ
Therefore we recommend Hennepin County and the Met Council address TC&W's concerns over the design of the C
freight rail relocation shown in the DEIS, and work with the TC&W to arrive at a freight rail solution that preserves ou

existing economical freight rail transportation.

Since rural Minnesota provides a significant amount of exports from the State of Minnesota, and since having C
economical freight rail transportation is imperative to allow rural Minnesota to compete in the global marketplace, we

recommend Hennepin County and the Met Council reject the freight rail design as recommended in the DEIS and arrive
at an acceptable design, as we depend on economical freight rail transportation.

We, the Glacial Plains Coop, oppose the freight rail relocation design recommendation in the DEIS based on the
information provided by the TC&W and recommend that the freight rail issues be resolved to preserve our economica C

freight rail transportation options.
Sincerely,

’ j WA / UL
Tom Traen

General Manager, Glacial Plains Cooperative

T320-875-2811 ¢ F 320-875-2813 < 543 Van Norman Ave. ¢ Murdock, MN 56271

Benson [Energyl Benson Benson West DeGraff Kerkhoven Milan Murdock Sunburg
(Station] 320-842-5311 [Agronomy) 320-843-2563 320-843-5364 320-264-3831 320-734-4435 {AgronomyH 335 320-364-3456
320-843-3999 320-843-4820 320-843-3285 320-875-2810
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Comment#41¢

Glacial Plains
Cooperative

Partners you can count on www.glacialplains.com

November 27, 2012
Dear Hennepin County, Housing, Comunity Works & Transit:

Attention: Southwest Transitway

We at Glacial Plains Cooperative depend on the Twin Cities and Western Railroad Company (TC&W) for

economical freight rail transportation. Glacial Plains Coop understands that the Southwest Transitway Draft
Enviornmental Impact Statement (DEIS) recommends a relocation of the freight rail route to accomoda C
the Southwest Light Rail Transitway (SWLRT). We also understand, based on information provided by

TC&W, the recommended freight rail relocation design as shown in the DEIS relased on October 12, 2012,
will result in increased costs for TW&W to operate trains to and from Glacial Plains Cooperative.

It is imperative that Glacial Plains Coop retain an economical freight rail fransportation option which is
provided by TC&W. The design as recommended in the DEIS is not acceptable to maintain our comp C

freight rail transportation. Alternatives to your recommended design would be:

1. Do engineering for the reroute that meets TC&W's engineering standards. G 1 C
2. Co-locate the SWLRT with the current freight route.

3. Reroute freight back to the 29th Street Corridor, where TC&W ran unti 1998. G2
4. Route the SWLRT up the MN&S rail line. G2

We recommend Hennepin County and the Met Council address TC&W's concerns over the design of t*
freight raii relocation shown in the DEIS and work with the TC&W to arrive at a freight rail solution that C

preserves our existing economical freight rail transportation.

Since rural Minnesota provides a significant amount of exports from the State to Minnesota, and since

having economical freight rail transportation is imperative to allow rural Minnesota to compete in the
global marketplace, we recommend Hennepin Couny and the Met Council reject the freight rail design C

as recommended in the DEIS and arrive at an acceptable design. Glacial Plains Cooperative depends
on economical freight rail transportation. '

Glacial Plains Cooperative opposes the freight rail relocation design recommendation in the DEIS basg
on information provided by the TC&W and recommend that the freight rail issues be resolved to presef C

our economical freight rail transportation options.

Sincgiely,
M’“}
Lois Lovehaug

Glacial Plains Cooperative

T320-875-2811 o F 320-875-2813 < 543 Van Norman Ave. ¢ Murdock, MN 56271

Benson {Energy] Benson Benson West DeGraff Kerkhoven Mitan Murdock Sunburg
{station! 320-842-5311 {Agronomy! 320-843-2563  320-B43-5364  320-264-3831  320-734-4435 tagronomyf1 336 320-344-3456

AAA mam rARn Amn Al AARE
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Comment#41¢

GRANITE FALLS ENERGY, LLC

15045 HIGHWAY 23 SE + P.O. BOX 216 * GRANITE FALLS, MN + 56241-0216
PHONE: 320-564-3100 » FAX: 320-564-3190

11/26/2012

Dear Hennepin County, housing, Community Works and Transit- ATTN: Southwest Transitway:

Granite Falls Energy depends on the Twin Cities & Western Railroad Company for C
economical freight rail transportation. We at Granite Falls Energy understand that the Southwest
Transitway Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) recommends a relocation of the freight rail
route to accommodate the SWLRT. We further understand, based on information provided by the
TC&W, that the recommended freight rail relocation design as shown in the DEIS released on October
12, 2012 will result in increased cost for the TC&W to provide trains to and from Granite Falls Energy.

It is imperative that Granite Falls Energy retains an economical freight rail option which is C
provided by the TC&W. The design as recommended in the DEIS is not acceptable to maintain our
competitive freight rail transportation. Alternatives to your recommended design would be:
1) Do engineering for the reroute that meets TC&W'’s engineering standards, G 1 C
2) Co-locate the SWLRT with the current freight route,
3) Reroute freight back to the 29® Street corridor, where TC&W ran until 1998, or G 2
4) Route the SWLRT up to the MN&S rail line. G 2

We recommend that Hennepin County and the Met Council address the TC&W’s concerns
over the design of the freight rail relocation shown in the DEIS, and work with the TC&W to arrive at C
a freight rail solution that preserves our existing economical freight rail transportation.

Rural Minnesota in general, and Granite Falls Energy specifically, provide a significant
amount of exports from the State of Minnesota and having economical freight rail transportation is C
imperative to allow us to compete in the global marketplace. Due to this we recommend that Hennepin
County and the Met Council reject the freight rail design as recommended in the DEIS and arrive at an
acceptable design.

Granite Falls Energy opposes the freight rail relocation design recommendation in the DEIS
based on information provided by the TC&W and recommend that the freight rail issues be resolved to C
preserve our economical fright rail transportation options.

Sincerely,

Fh

Eric M Baukol
Granite Falls Energy, LLC
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Comment#42(

[Date] #7- 2~ 2—

Dear Hennepin County, Mousing, Community Works & Transit — ATTN: Southwest Transitway:

We, the Hanley Falls Farmers Elevator depend on the Twin Cities & Western Railroad Company (TC&W)

for economical freight rail transportation. We, the Hanley Falls Farmers Elevator understand that the
Southwest Transitway Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) recommends a relocation of the

freight rail route to accommodate the Southwest Light Rail Transitway (SWLRT). We the Hanley Falls
Farmers Elevator further understand, based on information provided by TC&W, that the recommended
freight rail relocation design as shown in the DEIS released on October 12, 2012 will result in increased
costs for TC&W to operate its trains to and from Hanley Falls Farmers Elevator.

It is imperative that Hanley Falls Farmers Elevator retain an economical freight rail transportation option
which is provided by TC&W. The design as recommended in the DEIS is not acceptable to maintain our

competitive freight rail transportation. Alternatives to your recommended design would be: G 1

1.} Do engineering for the reroute that meets TC&W'’s engineering standards,

2.} Co-locate the SWLRT with the current freight route, G 2
3.) Reroute freight back to the 29" St Corridor, where TC&W ran until 1998, or

G2

4.) Route the SWLRT up the MN&S rail line

Therefore we recommend Henhepin County and the Met Council address TC&W’s concerns over the

design of the freight rail relocation shown in the DEIS, and work with the TC&W to arrive at a freight rail

solution that preserves our existing economical freight rail transportation.

" Since rural Minnesota provides a significant amount of exports from the State of Minnesota, and since
having economical freight rail transportation is imperative to allow rural Minnesota to compete in the
global marketplace, we recommend Hennepin County and the Met Council reject the freight rail design
as recommended in the DEIS and arrive at an acceptable design, as we depend on economical freight rail
transportation.

We, the Hanley Falls Farmers Elevator oppose the freight rail relocation design recommendation in the
DEIS based on information provided by the TC&W and recommend that the freight rail issues be

resolved to preserve our economical freight rail transportation options.

Sincerely,

[Name]
Hanley Falls Farmers Elevator
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Commentt#42]

[Date] j[—;lé -1

Dear Hennepin County, Housing, Community Works & Transit — ATTN: Southwest Transitway:

We, the Hanley Falls Farmers Elevator depend on the Twin Cities & Western Railroad Company (TC&W)
for economical freight rail transportation. We, the Hanley Falls Farmers Elevator understand that the
Southwest Transitway Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) recommends a relocation of the C
freight rail route to accommodate the Southwest Light Rail Transitway (SWLRT). We the Hanley Falls
Farmers Elevator further understand, based on information provided by TC&W, that the recommended
freight rail relocation design as shown in the DEIS released on October 12, 2012 will result in increased
costs for TC&W to operate its trains to and from Hanley Falls Farmers Elevator.

It is imperative that Hanley Falls Farmers Elevator retain an economical freight rail transportation option C
which is provided by TC&W. The design as recommended in the DEIS is not acceptable to maintain our

competitive freight rail transportation. Alternatives to your recommended design would be:
1.} Do engineering for the reroute that meets TC&W’s engineering standards, G 1 C
2.) Co-locate the SWLRT with the current freight route,
3.) Reroute freight back to the 29" St Corridor, where TC&W ran until 1998, or G 2
4.} Route the SWLRT up the MN&S rait line G 2

Therefore we recommend Hennepin County and the Met Council address TC&W's concerns over the
design of the freight rail relocation shown in the DEIS, and work with the TC&W to arrive at a freight rail C
solution that preserves our existing economical freight rail transportation.

- Since rural Minnesota provides a significant amount of exports from the State of Minnesota, and since
having economical freight rail transportation is imperative to allow rural Minnesota to compete in the
global marketplace, we recommend Hennepin County-and the Met Council reject the freight rail design C
as recommended in the DEIS and arrive at an acceptable design, as we depend on ecenomical freight rail

transportation.

We, the Hanley Falls Farmers Elevator oppose the freight rail relocation design recommendation in the
DEIS based on information provided by the TC&W and recommend that the freight rail issues be C
resolved to preserve our economical freight rail transportation options.

Sincerely,

[Name]
Hanley Falls Farmers Elevator
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Comment#422

HEARTLAND CORN PRODUCTS
53331 State Hwy. 19 ¢ P.O. Box A ¢ Winthrop, MN 55396
Phone: 507-647-5000 ¢ Fax: 507-647-5010

November 26, 2012

Hennepin County
Housing, Community Works & Transit
Attn: Southwest Transitway

Dear Southwest Transitway,

Heartland Corn Products (“Heartland”), a cooperative located in Sibley County, depends on
Twin Cities & Western Railroad Company (“TC&W?”) for economical freight rail transportation.
Heartland understands that the Southwest Transitway Draft Environmental Impact Statement

(DEIS) recommends a relocation of the freight rail route to accommodate the Southwest Light C
Rail Transitway (SWLRT). We further understand, based on information provided by TC&W,
that the recommended freight rail relocation design as shown in the DEIS released on October
12, 2012 will result in increased costs for TC&W to operate its trains to and from Heartland.

It is imperative that Heartland retains an economical freight rail transportation option which is
provided by TC&W. The design as recommended in the DEIS is not acceptable to maintain our C
competitive freight rail transportation. Alternatives to your recommended design would be:

1.) Do engineering for the reroute that meets TC&W'’s engineering standards, C
2.) Co-locate the SWLRT with the current freight route, G 1

3.) Reroute [reight back to the 29% 3t Corridor, where TC&W ran until 1998, or G 2
4.) Route the SWLRT up the MN&S rail line G 2

Therefore we recommend Hennepin County and the Met Council address TC&W’s concerns
over the design of the freight rail relocation shown in the DEIS, and work with the TC&W to
arrive at a freight rail solution that preserves our existing economical freight rail

transportation.

Since rural Minnesota provides a significant amount of exports from the State of Minnesota,
and sincc having economiical freight rail transportation is imperative to allow rural Minnesota

to compete in the global marketplace, we recommend Hennepin County and the Met Council C
reject the freight rail design as recommended in the DEIS and arrive at an acceptable design,

as we depend on economical freight rail transportation.

Heartland opposes the freight rail relocation design recommendation in the DEIS based on C
information provided by the TC&W and recommend that the freight rail issues be resolved to
preserve our economical freight rail transportation options.

Sincerely, | _
Scott Blumhoefe
Vice President
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Comment#42:

L.G. EVERIST, INC. 300 S. PriLLPs AvENUE, Suite 200

Rock Soup SINcE 1876 P.O. Box 5829
S Sioux Faus, SD 57117-5829

Prone 605-334-5000 ¢ Fax 605-334-3656

December 4, 2012
Hennepin County, Housing, Community Works & Transit

Attn: Southwest Transitway

L.G. Everist, Inc. (LGE) depends on the Twin Cities & Western Railroad Company (TC&W) for economical
freight rail transportation. It is our understanding that the Southwest Transitway Draft Environmental C
Impact Statement (DEIS) recommends a relocation of the freight rail route to accommodate the
Southwest Light Rail Transitway (SWLRT). We further understand, based on information provided by
TC&W, that the recommended freight rail relocation design as shown in the DEIS released on October
12, 2012 will result in increased costs for TC&W to operate its trains to and from LGE.

It is imperative that LGE retain an economical freight rail transportation option which is provided by
TC&W. The design as recommended in the DEIS is not acceptable to maintain our competitive freight
rail transportation. Alternatives to your recommended design would be:

Do engineering for the reroute that meets TC&W'’s engineering standards, G 1
Co-locate the SWLRT with the current freight route,

Reroute freight back to the 29" St. Corridor, where TC&W ran until 1998, or
Route the SWLRT up the MN&S rail line. \ G 2

ol o

£ 40 N

LGE is asking and recommending that Hennepin County and the Met Council address TC&W's concerns
over the design of the freight rail relocation shown in the DEIS, and work with the TC&W to arrive at a
freight rail solution that preserves our existing economical freight rail transportation.

Since rural Minnesota provides a significant amount of exports from the State of Minnesota, and since
having economical freight rail transportation is imperative to allow rural Minnesota to compete in the
global marketplace, we recommend Hennepin County and the Met Council reject the freight rail design
as recommended in the DEIS and arrive at an acceptable design. LGE depends on economical freight rail
transportation and opposes the freight rail relocation design recommended in the Southwest Transitway
DEIS.

OO0 O

Sincerely,

U f

Rob Everist
President and CEO
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Comment#42<

L, G, EVERIST, INC . | 300 S. PuiLuips AVENUE, Surte 200

S S 1876 P.O. Box 5829
Rock SoLip SINCE ol R

Puone 605-334-5000 ¢ Fax 605-334-3656

December 4, 2012

Hennepin County, Housing, Community Works & Transit

See Comment #423 for
Attn: Southwest Transitway Theme DEllneathnS

L.G. Everist, Inc. (LGE) depends on the Twin Cities & Western Railroad Company (TC&W) for economical
freight rail transportation. It is our understanding that the Southwest Transitway Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (DEIS) recommends a relocation of the freight rail route to accommodate the
Southwest Light Rail Transitway (SWLRT). We further understand, based on information provided by
TC&W, that the recommended freight rail relocation design as shown in the DEIS released on October
12, 2012 will result in increased costs for TC&W to operate its trains to and from LGE.

It is imperative that LGE retain an economical freight rail transportation option which is provided by
TC&W. The design as recommended in the DEIS is not acceptable to maintain our competitive freight
rail transportation. Alternatives to your recommended design would be:

Do engineering for the reroute that meets TC&W’s engineering standards,
Co-locate the SWLRT with the current freight route,

Reroute freight back to the 29" St. Corridor, where TC&W ran until 1998, or
Route the SWLRT up the MN&S rail line.

g b

LGE is asking and recommending that Hennepin County and the Met Council address TC&W'’s concerns
over the design of the freight rail relocation shown in the DEIS, and work with the TC&W to arrive at a
freight rail solution that preserves our existing economical freight rail transportation.

Since rural Minnesota provides a significant amount of exports from the State of Minnesota, and since
having economical freight rail transportation is imperative to allow rural Minnesota to compete in the
global marketplace, we recommend Hennepin County and the Met Council reject the freight rail design
as recommended in the DEIS and arrive at an acceptable design. LGE depends on economical freight rail
transportation and opposes the freight rail relocation design recommended in the Southwest Transitway
DEIS.

Sincerely,

(/™

F g

Rick Everist
Chairman of the Board
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Comment#42-

THOMAS P. LOWE

Lyman Lumber Company Chinien
the professional builder’s JAMES E. HURD

supply center President

300 MORSE AVENUE » MAILING ADDRESS P.O. BOX 40 « EXCELSIOR, MN 55331 « TELEPHONE (952) 470-3600  FAX (952) 470-3610

December 3, 2012

Dear Hennepin County, Housing, Community Works & Transit — ATTN: Southwest Transitway:

Lyman Lumber Company depends on the Twin Cities & Western Railroad Company (TC&W) for economical freight

rail transportation. We understand that the Southwest Transitway Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) C
recommends a relocation of the freight rail route to accommodate the Southwest Light Rail Transitway (SWLRT).
We further understand, based on information provided by TC&W, that the recommended freight rail relocation
design as shown in the DEIS released on October 12, 2012 will result in increased costs for TC&W to operate its
trains to and from Lyman Lumber Company.

In the past 10 years, Lyman Lumber Company has received over 3800 rail cars and it is imperative that Lyman
Lumber Company retain an economical freight rail transportation option which is provided by TC&W. Not having C
economical freight rail transportation would cause significant economic harm to our company. The design as
recommended in the DEIS is not acceptable to maintain our competitive freight rail transportation. Alternatives to
your recommended design would be:

1. Do engineering for the reroute that meets TW&W's engineering standards, C

2. Co-locate the SWLRT with the current freight route, G 1

3. Reroute freight back to the 29" St Corridor, where TC&W ran until 1998, or | G 2

4. Route the SWLRT up the MN&S rail line. G 2
Therefore we recommend Hennepin County and the Met Council address TC&W’s concerns over the design of the

freight rail relocation shown in the DEIS, and work with the TC&W to arrive at a freight rail solution that preserves C
our existing economical freight rail transportation.

Since rural Minnesota provides a significant amount of exports from the State of Minnesota, and since having
economical freight rail transportation is imperative to allow rural Minnesota to compete in the global market C
place, we recommend Hennepin County and the Met Council reject the freight rail design as recommended in the
DEIS and arrive at an acceptable design, as we depend on economical freight rail transportation.

Lyman Lumber Company opposes the freight rail relocation design recommendation in the DEIS based on C
information provided by the TC&W and recommend that the freight rail issues be resolved to preserve our
economical freight rail transportation options.

Sincerely,
D_D_P———- C&_Qﬂh\

Dale Carlson
President
Lyman Lumber Company
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Commentt#42¢

Meadowland Farmers Coop

PO. BOX 338 :
LAMBERTON, MINNESOTA 56152
OFFICE 752-7352

Serving the Communify Since 1905

i A
o R
J)’/A'///’ 1/'/

LR @

November 26. 2012

Dear Hennepin County, Housing, Community Works & Transit — ATTN: Southwest Transitway:

We, the Meadowland Farmers Coop depend on the Twin Cities & Western Railroad Company (TC&W)

for economical freight rail transportation. We, the Meadowland Farmeérs Coop understand that the C
Southwest Transitway Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) recommends a relocation of the

freight rail route to accommodate the Southwest Light Rail Transitway (SWLRT). We the Meadowland

Farmers Coop further understand, based on information provided by TC&W, that the recommended

freight rail relocation design as shown in the DEIS released on October 12, 2012 will result in increased

costs for TC&W to operate its trains to and from Meadowland Farmers Coop.

It is imperative that Meadowland Farmers Coop retain an economical freight rail transportation option
which is provided by TC&W. The design as recommended in the DEIS is not acceptable to maintain our

O

competitive freight rail transportation. Alternatives to your recommended design would be:
1.) Do engineering for the reroute that meets TC&W'’s engineering standards, G 1 C
2.) Co-locate the SWLRT with the current freight route,
3.) Reroute freight back to the 29" st Corridor, where TC&W ran until 1998, or G 2 G 2
4.) Route the SWLRT up the MN&S rail line

Therefore we recommend Hennepin County and the Met Council address TC&W’s concerns over the
design of the freight rail relocation shown in the DEIS, and work with the TC&W to arrive at a freight rail C

solution that preserves our existing economical freight rail transportation.

Since rural Minnesota provides a significant amount of exports from the State of Minnesota, and since
having economical freight rail transportation is imperative to allow rural Minnesota to compete in the C
global marketplace, we recommend Hennepin County and the Met Council reject the freight rail design

as recommended in the DEIS and arrive at an acceptable design, as we depend on economical freight rail

transportation.

We, the Meadowland Farmers Coop oppose the freight rail relocation design recommendation in the
DEIS based on information provided by the TC&W and recommend that the freight rail issues be C

resolved to preserve our economical freight rail transportation options.

Peter Valentin : 1344
Meadowland Farmers Coop
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Comment#427

~ ORPORATION -

November 27, 2012

Dear Hennepin County, Housing, Community Works & Transit - ATTN: Southwest Transitway:

S e e B S Nl ks i SR |

We at Midwest Asphalt Corporation depend on the Twin Cities & Western Railroad Company (TC&W) for

economical freight transportation. W also understand that the Southwest Transitway Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) recommends a relocation of the freight rail route to
accommodate the Southwest Light Rail Transitway (SWLRT). Midwest Asphalt Corporation further

P.0. BOX 5477 ¢ HOPKINS, MINNESOTA e 55343
PHONE: (952) 937-8033 e FAX: (952) 937-6910

understands, based on information provided by TCRW, that the recommended freight rail relocation
design as shown in the DEIS released on October 12, 2012 will result in increased costs for TC&W to

operate its trains to and from Midwest Asphalt facilities.

It is imperative that Midwest Asphalt Corporation retain an economical freight rail transportation option
which is provided by TC&W. The design as recommended in the DEIS is not acceptable to maintain our

competitive freight rail transportation. Alternatives to your recommended design would be:

1.) Do engineering for the reroute that meets TC&W’s engineering standards,
2.) Co-locate the SWLRT with the current freight route,

Gl

3.) Reroute freight back to the 29" St. Corridor, where TC&W ran until 1998, or
4.) Route the SWLRT up the MN&S rail line

G2

Therefore we recommend Hennepin County and the Met Council address TC&W's concerns over the
design of the freight rail relocation shown in the DEIS, and work with the TC&W to arrive at a freight rail

solution that preserves our existing economical freight rail transportation.

Since rural Minnesota provides a significant amount of exports from the State of Minnesota, and since
having economical freight rail transportation is imperative to allow rural Minnesota to compete in the
global marketplace, we recommend Hennepin County and Met Council reject the freight rail design as

recommended in the DEIS and arrive at an acceptable design, as we dépend on economical freight

transporiation.

rail

Midwest Asphalt Corporation opposes the freight rail relocation design recommendation in the DEIS
based on information provided by the TC&W and recommend that the freight rail issues be resolved to

preserve our economical freight rail transportation options.

Sincerely, :
MIDWEST ASPHALT CORPORATION

{%Mwa/

Blair B. Bury,
President

MEMBER

-@_

\ Y
NATIONAL ASPHALT

PAVEMENT ASSOCIATION

.

W F  Minnesola Asphall

~. = - Pavement Assaciation
~

An Equal Opportunity Employer
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Comment#42¢

MINNESOTA GRAIN & FEED ASSOCIATION

December 7, 2012

To: Hennepin County Housing, Community Works & Transit
(Southwest Transitway)

The Minnesota Grain and Feed Association, which represents the interests of over 300 grain elevator, C
feed mill and farm supply firms operating in Minnesota, wishes to go on record in opposition to the rail
freight relocation design recommendation contained in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS). It is obvious that the DEIS recommendation will have a negative impact on the Twin City & C
Western Railroad (TC&W) and ultimately on the cost of freight transportation being incurred by the
numerous grain elevator and farm supply firms located on the TC&W.

Several elevators an the line have invested millions in upgrades to improve their train loading efficiency.
These elevators now have the capability to compete in the domestic and international movement of C
grain via the TC&W. The rerouting of freight traffic to accommodate the SWLRT system as currently
proposed, will add unnecessary costs to the infrastructure and will certainly have an adverse impact on
all rail users, in terms of increased operational costs by the railroad, reduced travel times and safety
concerns with the design recommendations. Again, we question much of the content in the DEIS and C
suggest going back to the drawing board, to come up with a better solution than the one being
proposed. '

Fortunately the EIS is a draft, since it is obvious that more attention needs to be given to the impacts on
the operating freight railroad and its many users, who provide hundreds of jobs, pay the bulk of the C
taxes in many communities along the line, offering market access for thousands of farmers and
economic stability for the region. Thank you for your consideration of our views on the DEIS.

Sincerely,

Gpl

Bob Zelenka
Executive Director

3470 WASHINGTON DRIVE, SUITE 200 + EAGAN, MN 55122 » PHONE 651-454-8212 + FAX 651-454-8312 1346
E-malil: info@mgfa.org ¢ Website: www.mgfa.org
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Comment#42¢

f’(z,wméu_ K8, R 2
[Date] , .

Dear Hennepin County, Housing, Community Works & Transit — ATTN: Southwest Transitway:

We, the Minnesota Valley Regional Rail Coillition depend on the Twin Cities & Western Railroad
Company {TC&W) for economical freight rail transportation. We, the Minnesota Valley Regional Rail
Coillition understand that the Southwest Transitway Draft Environmental Impact Statement {DEIS) C
recommends a relocation of the freight rail route to accommodate the Southwest Light Rail Transitway
(SWLRT). We the further understand, based on information provided by TC&W, that the
recommended freight rail relocation design as shown in the DEIS released on October 12, 2012 will
result in increased costs for TC&W to operate its trains to and from .

It is imperative that Minnesota Valley Regional Rail Coillition retain an economical freight rail C
transportation option which is provided by TC&W. The design as recommended in the DEIS is not
acceptable to maintain our competitive freight rail transportation. Alternatives to your recommended

design would be: C
1.) Do engineering for the reroute that meets TC&W’s engineering standards, G 1
2.} Co-locate the SWLRT with the current freight route, G 2
3.) Reroute freight back to the 29" St Corridor, where TC&W ran until 1998, or G 2
4.} Route the SWLRT up the MN&S rail line

Therefore we recommend Hennepin County and the Met Council address TC&W's concerns over the C
design of the freight rail relocation shown in the DEIS, and work with the TC&W to arrive at a freight rail
solution that preserves our existing economical freight raii transportation.

Since rural Minnesota provides a significant amount of exports from the State of Minnesota, and since
having economical freight rail transportation is imperative to allow rural Minnesota to compete in the C
global marketplace, we recommend Hennepin County and the Met Council reject the freight rail design

as recommended in the DEIS and arrive at an acceptable design, as we depend on economical freight rail

transportation.

We, the oppose the freight rail relocation design recommendation in the DEIS based on information
provided by the TC&W and recommend that the freight rail issues be resolved to preserve our C
economical freight rail transportation options,

Sincerely,

S O .

—y AN it § o
) Gomnn n\\\. v éﬁ’
(Name) (7 o
Minnesota Valley Regional Rail Coillition
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Comment#43(

The Mosaic Company

&
0 ) 12120 Lynn Ave
Mgsaic

Savage, MN 55378
WWW.mosaicco.com

December 3, 2012

Hennepin County Housing, Community Works & Transit
Attn: Southwest Transitway

To Whom it Concerns:

As one of the largest companies headquartered in Minnesota, The Mosaic Company, is dedicated to responsibly serving
our customers around the world. Farmers in 40 countries depend on our crop nutrients to increase their yields and feed a
rapidly growing global population. Likewise, we depend on strong business partners, including Twin Cities & Western
Railroad (TC&W), to remain competitive. By working together to serve our customers in south central Minnesota, we also
strengthen their communities and their local economies.

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Southwest Light Rail Transit System indicates that the project, as it is
currently contemplated, could imperil our ability to serve this area.

Mosaic supports the project and the myriad benefits it provides for businesses and commuters all over the metro area —
and for the health of our environment. However, we are concerned about the proposed freight rail route relocation,
because its design would likely result in slower service and higher costs due to the need for extra locomotives and fuel to
navigate the proposed route. (The current recommended design adds a significant climb up a steep grade by freight rail
standards, as well as tight track curvature.)

Alternatives to your recommended design could include:

e Engineer the re-route so that it meets TC&W's engineering standards;

e Co-locate the SWLRT with the current freight route;

e Re-route freight back to the 29" Street Corridor, where TC&W ran until 1998; or G 2

e Route the SWLRT up the Minneapolis, Northfield & Southern rail line.

Mosaic ships tens of thousands of tons of fertilizer into south central Minnesota by rail every year. This is an important
supply route for Mosaic and our customers.

We are confident that an alternative design can serve all parties — while remaining true to our shared desire to enhance
Minnesota's economic opportunities and preserve the environment. We encourage you to revisit your freight rail route

design, and offer our support in this endeavor.

Warehouse Manager
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Commentt#43]

Main 952,465.3220 Fax 952.465,3221

R '- l i 1157 Valley Park Drive - Suite 100
; Shakopee, MN 55379 |ESEE——

December 4, 2012

Hennepin County Housing, Community Works & Transit Department
ATTN: Southwest Transitway

701 Fourth Avenue South, Suite 400
Minneapolis, MN 55415-1842

To Whom It May Concern:

We, RPMG Inc., depend on the Twin Cities & Western Railroad Company (TC&W) for economical freight
rail transportation. We, RPMG Inc., understand that the Southwest Transitway Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (DEIS) recommends a relocation of the freight rail route to accommodate the
Southwest Light Rail Transitway (SWLRT). We RPMG Inc., further understand, based on information
provided by TC&W, that the recommended freight rail relocation design as shown in the DEIS released
on October 12, 2012 will result in increased costs for TC&W to operate its trains to and from RPMG Inc.

It is imperative that RPMG Inc. retain an economical freight rail transportation option which is provided
by TC&W. The design as recommended in the DEIS is not acceptable to maintain our competitive freight
rail transportation. Alternatives to your recommended design would be:

www.rpmgllc.com

O

1.) Do engineering for the reroute that meets TC&W’s engineering standards, G 1
2.) Co-locate the SWLRT with the current freight route,

3.) Reroute freight back to the 29" St Corridor, where TC&W ran until 1998, or G 2
4.) Route the SWLRT up the MN&S rail line

G2

Therefore we recommend Hennepin County and the Metropolitan Council (Met Council) address
TC&W'’s concerns over the design of the freight rail relocation shown in the DEIS, and work with the
TC&W to arrive at a freight rail solution that preserves our existing economical freight rail
transportation.

Since rural Minnesota provides a significant amount of exports from the State of Minnesota, and since
having economical freight rail transportation is imperative to allow rural Minnesota to compete in the
global marketplace, we recommend Hennepin County and the Met Council reject the freight rail design
as recommended in the DEIS and arrive at an acceptable design, as we depend on economical freight rail
transportation.
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Hennepin County Housing, Community Works & Transit Department
Letter of Opposition ‘

Page 2
December 4, 2012

We, RPMG Inc., oppose the freight rail relocation design recommendaticn in the DEIS based on

information provided by the TC&W and recommend that the freight rail issues be resolved to preserve

our economical freight rail transportation options. '

Sincerely, ' :

Jl% »W%@
ke, CEQ

Douglas E. P
RPMG Inc.

cc: Jason Wojahn, Director of Logistics, RPMG Inc.

DEP:amo
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Comment#432

Seneca Foods Corporation

Hennepin County Housing
Community Works and Transit

Attn: Southwest Transit way:

The Seneca Foods Glencoe Facility relies on the Twin Cities & Western Railroad Company (TC&W) for economical freight rail C
transportation. Seneca Foods understands that the Southwest Transit way Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)

recommends a relocation of the freight rail route to accommodate the Southwest Light Rail Transit way (SWLRT). Seneca Foods
further understands, based on information provided by TC&W, that the recommended freight rail relocation design as shown in the
DEIS ireleased on October 12, 2012 will result in increased costs for TC&W to operate its trains to and from Seneca Foods.

It is imperative that Seneca Foods retain an economical freight rail transportation option which is provided by TC&W. The desigi C
recommended in the DEIS is not acceptable to maintain our competitive freight rail transportation. Alternatives to your

recommended design would be:

1) Do engineering for the reroute that meets TC&W’s engineering standards, G 1 C

2) Co-located the SWLFT with the current freight route,

3) Reroute freight back to the 29" st Corridor, where TC&W ran until 1998, or G 2 G 2
4) Route the SWLRT up the MN&S rail line.

Therefore, we recommend Hennepin County and the Met Council address TC&W's concerns over the design of the freight rail C
relocation shown in the DEIS, and work with the TC&W to arrive at a freight rail solution that preserves our existing economical

freight rail transportation.

Since rural Minnesota provides a significant amount of exports from the State of Minnesota, and since having economical freight rail
transportation is imperative to allow rural Minnesota to compete in the global marketplace, we recommend Hennepin County and
the Met Council reject the freight rail design as recommended in the DEIS and arrive at an acceptable design, as we depend on C
economical freight rail transportation.

Seneca Foods Corporation opposes the freight rail relocation design recommendation in the DEIS based on information provided by
the TC&W and recommend that the freight rail issues be resolved to preserve our economical freight rail transportation options. C

Sincerely,

Plant Manager - Glencoe

101 West 8th Street — Glencoe, Minnesota 55336
Phone (320) 864-3151 Fax (320) 864-5779
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Comment#43:

werneca roodds Lorporauos!

Vegetable Division

December 4, 2012
Hennepin County, Housing, Community Works and Transit

Attn: Southwest Transitway:

The Seneca Foods Arlington Facility relies on the Twin Cities & Western Railroad Company (TC&W) for economical freight rail
transportation. Seneca Foods understands that the Southwest Transit way Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) C
recommends a relocation of the freight rail route to accommodate the Southwest Light Rail Transit way (SWLRT). Seneca Foods
further understands, based on information provided by TC&W, that the recommended freight rail relocation design as shown in the
DEIS released on October 12, 2012 will result in increased costs for TC&W to operate its trains to and from Seneca Foods.

It is imperative that Seneca Foods retain an economical freight rail transportation option which is provided by TC&W. The desig] C
recommended in the DEIS is not acceptable to maintain our competitive freight rail transportation. Alternatives to your
recommended design would be:

1) Do engineering for the reroute that meets TC&W’s engineering standards, C
2) Co-located the SWLFT with the current freight route, G 1

3) Reroute freight back to the 29" st Corridor, where TC&W ran until 1998, or G 2
4) - Route the SWLRT up the MN&S rail line. G 2
Therefore, we recommend Hennepin County and the Met Council address TC&W’s concerns over the design of the freight rail

relocation shown in the DEIS, and work with the TC&W to arrive at a freight rail solution that preserves our existing economical C
freight rail transportation.

Since rural Minnesota provides a significant amount of exports from the State of Minnesota, and since having economical freight rail
transportation is imperative to allow rural Minnesota to compete in the global marketplace, we recommend Hennepin County and C
the Met Council reject the freight rail design as recommended in the DEIS and arrive at an acceptable design, as we depend on
economical freight rail transportation.

Seneca Foods Corporation opposes the freight rail relocation design recommendation in the DEIS based on information provided by
the TC&W and recommend that the freight rail issues be resolved to preserve our economical freight rail transportation options. C

Sincerely,
ek T@re_
Rick Rose

Warehouse Manager

Seneca Plant

Arlington, Minnesota

300 3" Ave. S W - Arlington, Minnesota 55307

Phone (507) 964-2204 Fax (507) 964-2441 1352
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Commentt4 34

Fairfax Gibbon Hector Buffalo Lake
South Central PO Box E 40 W. Park Drive PO Box 338 PO Box 99
G R A ] N E R G Y Fairfax, MN 55332 Gibbon, MN 55335  Hector, MN 55342  Buffalo Lake, MN 55314
o, 507-426-8263 507-834-6534 320-848-2273 320-833-5321

2 sﬂ"’
Cosmos Darwin Eden Valley

Lake Lillian Stewart

December 3, 2012

Dear Hennepin County, Housing, Community Works & Transit — ATTN: Southwest Transitway:

We, South Central Grain and Energy, depend on the Twin Cities & Western Railroad Company
(TC&W) for economical freight rail transportation. We, South Central Grain and Energy,

understand that the Southwest Transitway Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) C
recommends a relocation of the freight rail route to accommodate the Southwest Light Rail
Transitway (SWLRT). We, South Central Grain and Energy, further understand, based on
information provided by TC&W, that the recommended freight rail relocation design as shown in
the DEIS released on October 12, 2012 will result in increased costs for TC&W to operate its
trains to and from South Central Grain and Energy.

It is imperative that South Central Grain and Energy retain an economical freight rail
transportation option which is provided by TC&W. The design as recommended in the DEIS is C
not acceptable to maintain our competitive freight rail transportation. Alternatives to your
recommended design would be:

1.) Do engineering for the reroute that meets TC&W’s engineering standards, G 1 C
2.) Co-locate the SWLRT with the current freight route,

3.) Reroute freight back to the 29" St Corridor, where TC&W ran until 1998, or G 2 G 2
4.) Route the SWLRT up the MN&S rail line

Therefore, we recommend Hennepin County and the Met Council address TC&W’s concerns
over the design of the freight rail relocation shown in the DEIS, and work with the TC&W to C
arrive at a freight rail solution that preserves our existing economical freight rail transportation.

Since rurgl Minnesota provides a significant amount of exports from the State of Minnesota and,

since havjng economical freight rail transportation is imperative to allow rural Minnesota to C
compete in the global marketplace, we recommend Hennepin County and the Met Council reject
the freight rail design as recommended in the DEIS and arrive at an acceptable design, as we
depend on economical freight rail transportation.
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Page 2

South Central Grain and Energy is not opposed to the light rail project but we cannot have it
happen at the expense of our farmer producers and South Central Grain and Energy. The current
plan will cost our farmers millions and millions of dollars over the years.

We, South Central Grain and Energy, oppose the freight rail relocation design recommendation
in the DEIS based on information provided by the TC&W and recommend that the freight rail
issues be resolved to preserve our economical freight rail transportation options.

Sincerely, E
%ﬁk&a

General Manager
South Central Grain and Energy
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Southern Minnesota Beet Sugar Cooperative
P. 0. Box 500, 83550 County Road 21, Renville, Minnesota 56284

November 27, 2012

Dear Hennepin County, Housing, Community Works & Transit — ATTN: Southwest Transitway:

My name is Keivin Thompsen and | serve as President and CEC of Southern Minnescta Beet Sugar
Cooperative (SMBSC). The cooperative is owned by 525 shareholders who produce 3.5 million tons of
sugar beets from the nearly 120,000 acres in which they farm in West Central Minnesota. These same
shareholders own the sugar factory, located in Renville, which processes their 3.5 million tons of sugar
beets into more than 450,000 tons of pure white sugar and 300,000 tons of co-products including sugar
beet pulp pellets, dried pulp shreds, pressed sugar beet pulp, betaine, raffinate and molasses. SMBSC
employs 750 people and our annual payroll exceeds $17 million annually. We estimate the total
stimulus to the economy of West Central Minnesota which is generated by SMBSC is nearly three
quarters of a billion dollars.

SMBSC and the 525 farm families depend on the Twin Cities & Western Railroad Company (TC&W)
for economical freight rail transpaortation to ship a large portion of the 750,000 tons of finished product
to our end use customers. SMBSC also relies heavily upon the TC&W Railroad Company for the inbound
transportation of essential processing commaodities such as coal, coke and lime rock required for the
processing of sugar beets into pure, white sugar. SMBSC’s inbound freight tonnage is nearly 300,000
tons. Economical rail transportation is key to SMBSC’s sustainability today and for the future. SMBSC
understands the Southwest Transitway Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) recommends a
relocation of the freight rail route to accommodate the Southwest Light Rail Transitway (SWLRT).
SMBSC further understands, based on information provided by TC&W, the recommended freight rail
relocation design as shown in the DEIS released on October 12, 2012 will result in increased costs for C
TC&W to operate its trains to and from SMBSC’s factory located in Renville, Minnesota.

It is imperative that SMBSC retain the economical freight rail transportation option which is
provided by TC&W. The design as recommended in the DEIS is not acceptable to maintain our

competitive freight rail transportation. Alternatives to your recommended design would be: C
1.) Do engineering for the reroute that meets TC&W'’s engineering standards, G 1
2.) Co-locate the SWLRT with the current freight route,
3.) Reroute freight back to the 29" st Corridor, where TC&W ran until 1998, or G 2 G 2
4.) Route the SWLRT up the MN&S rail line
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SMBSC respectfully recommends Hennepin County and the Met Council address TC&W's concerns
over the design of the freight rail relocation shown in the DEIS, and work with the TC&W to arrive at a
freight rail solution that preserves our existing economical freight rail transportation.

Since rural Minnesota provides a significant amount of exports from the State of Minnesota, and
since having economical freight rail transportation is imperative to allow rural Minnesota to compete in
the global marketplace, we recommend Hennepin County and the Met Council reject the freight rail
design as recommended in the DEIS and arrive at an acceptable design.

SMBSC opposes the freight rail relocation design recommendation in the DEIS based on information
provided by the TC&W. SMBSC recommends the freight rail issues be resolved to preserve our
economical freight rail transportation and the future sustainahility of SMBSC and its 525 farm families.

Thank you for your consideration of this most important matter.
Sincerely,

fetod

Kelvin Thompsen
President and CEO
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Comment#43¢

36327 US HWY 71
Redwood Falls, MN 56283

Toll Free: 888-783-7728
Email step@redred.com Fax: 507-644-2184

c ’(hj{l (l/{f/iifef?-’/ ﬁi{l/ﬂ( (’(1/147

11-26-2012

Dear Hennepin County, Housing, Community Works & Transit
ATTN: Southwest Transitway

We, at Step Saver Inc depend on the TCWR for economical freight rail transportation. We at Step Saver
Inc understand that that the DEIS recommends a relocation of the freight rail route to accommodate the C
Southwest light Rail Transitway. Step Saver Inc also understands that based on information provided by
the TCWR that was released by the DEIS on 10-12-2012, that this will result in increased costs for the
TCWR to operate its trains to deliver product for Step Saver Inc.

It is imperative that that Step Saver Inc retain an economical freight rail transportation option which is
now provided by the TCWR. The design provided and recommended by the DEIS in not acceptable to C
maintain our competitive freight rail transportation. Alternatives to your recommendation would be:

1.) Do engineering for the reroute that meets TCWR engineering standards, G 1 C
2.) Co-locate the SWLRT with the current freight route,

3.) Reroute freight back to the 29" St corridor, where TCWR ran until 1998, or G 2
4.) Route the SWLRT up the MN&S rail line. G 2

Step Saver Inc recommends Hennepin County and the met Council address TCWR concerns over the
design of the freight rail relocation shown in the DEIS, and work with TCWR to arrive at a freight rail C
solution that preserves our existing economical freight rail transportation.

Since rural Minnesota provides significant amount of exports from the state of MN, and since having
economical freight rail transportation is imperative to allow rural MN to compete in the global
marketplace, we recommend Hennepin County and the Met Council reject the freight rail design as C
recommended in the DEIS and arrive at an acceptable design, as we depend on economical freight rail
transportation.

We, at Step Saver Inc oppose the freight rail relocation design recommendation in the EDIS base on the
information provided by the TCWR and recommend that the freight rail issues be resolved to preserve C
our economical freight rail transportation options.

Sincerely

Chuck Steffl, President Step Saver Inc

Email: step@redred.com - Website: http://www.stepsaverinc.com
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Comment#437

your farm ... your connunity ... your co-op

December 3, 2012

Hennepin County, Housing, Community Works & Transit
ATTN: Southwest Transitway

Western Consolidated Cooperative depends on the Twin Cities & Western Railroad Company (TC&W) for

economical freight rail transportation. We understand that the Southwest Transitway Draft Environmental C
Impact Statement (DEIS) recommends a relocation of the freight rail route to accommodate the Southwest
Light Rail Transitway (SWLRT). We further understand, based on information provided by TC&W, that the
recommended freight rail relocation design as shown in the DEIS released on October 12, 2012 will result in
increased costs for TC&W to operate its trains to and from Western Consolidated Cooperative.

It is imperative that Western Consolidated Cooperative retain an ecanomical freight rail transportation option, C
as provided by TC&W and the design as recommended in the DEIS is not acceptable to maintain our
competitive freight rail transportation. Alternatives to your recommended design might be:

1) Engineer a reroute that meets TC&W'’s engineering standards, C
2) Co-locate the SWLRT with the current freight route, G 1

3) Reroute freight back to the 29" St Corridor where TC&W ran until 1998, or

4) Route the SWLRT up the MN&S rail line GZ GZ
S

We recommend that Hennepin County and the Met Council address TC&W's concerns over the design of t
freight rail relocation shown in the DEIS and work with the TC&W to arrive at a freight rail solution that C
preserves our existing economical freight rail transportation.

Rural Minnesota organizations like ours provide a significant amount of exports from the State of Minnesota

and maintaining economical freight rail transportation is imperative in allowing us to remain competitive in the C
global marketplace. At this time, we strongly recommend that the Hennepin County and the Met Council
REJECT the freight rail design as recommended in the DEIS and arrive at an acceptable design.

We oppose the freight rail relocation design recommendation in the DEIS and recommend that the freight rail C
issues be resolved to preserve our economical freight rail transportation options.

Sincerely,

Paul Mattson

Paul Mattson, Grain Division Manager
Western Consolidated Cooperative

520 County Road 9 « Holloway, MN 56249 « (320) 394-2171 » 1-800-368-3310
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Commentt#43¢

your farm ... your community ... your co-op

December 3, 2012

Hennepin County, Housing, Community Works & Transit
ATTN: Southwest Transitway

Western Consolidated Cooperative depends on the Twin Cities & Western Railroad Company (TC&W) for
economical freight rail transportation. We understand that the Southwest Transitway Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (DEIS) recommends a relocation of the freight rail route to accommodate the Southwest
Light Rail Transitway (SWLRT). We further understand, based on information provided by TC&W, that the C
recommended freight rail relocation design as shown in the DEIS released on October 12, 2012 will result in
increased costs for TC&W to operate its trains to and from Western Consolidated Cooperative.

It is imperative that Western Consolidated Cooperative retain an economical freight rail transportation option, C
as provided by TC&W and the design as recommended in the DEIS is not acceptable to maintain our
competitive freight rail transportation. Alternatives to your recommended design might be:

1) Engineer a reroute that meets TC&W's engineering standards, G 1 C

2) Co-locate the SWLRT with the current freight route,

3) Reroute freight back to the 29" St Corridor where TC&W ran until 1998, or GZ
4) Route the SWLRT up the MN&S rail line GZ

We recommend that Hennepin County and the Met Council address TC&W'’s concerns over the design of the C
freight rail relocation shown in the DEIS and work with the TC&W to arrive at a freight rail solution that
preserves our existing economical freight rail transportation.

Rural Minnesota organizations like ours provide a significant amount of exports from the State of Minnesota
and maintaining economical freight rail transportation is imperative in allowing us to remain competitive in the C
global marketplace. At this time, we strongly recommend that the Hennepin County and the Met Council
REJECT the freight rail design as recommended in the DEIS and arrive at an acceptable design.

We oppose the freight rail relocation design recommendation in the DEIS and recommend that the freight rail C
issues be resolved to preserve our economical freight rail transportation options.

Sincerely,

Dean Isaacson

Dean Isaacson, General Manager
Western Consolidated Cooperative

520 County Road 9 « Holloway, MN 56249 « (320) 394-2171 « 1-800-368-3310
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Comment#43¢

Western Co-op Transport Association

I, ey OO, O
WESTERN
-l BOX 327 . MONTEVIDEO, MINNESOTA 56265
) PHONE 320-269-5531
AR ORTAEEN November 27, 2012 1-800-992-8817

Hennepin County, Housing, Community Works & Transit

Dear Southwest Transitway:

I've been following the Southwest Light Rail Transitway (SWLRT) with much interest. Our community is on
Highway 212 in Western Minnesota, so | look forward to the day when we can jump on the light rail in Eden

Prairie. Two of my sons are in business in Minneapolis and another attends the University of Minnesota, as
my daughter did. There is much for you to consider - thus the reason for my letter.

i've seen that the SWLRT Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) recommends a relocation of the freight rail

route to accommodate the SWLRT. Based on the information provided by Twin Cities & Western Railway

(TC&W), the recommended freight rail relocation design as shown in the DEIS from October 12, 2012 will
result in increased costs for TC&W to operate its trains to and from Western Minnesota.

Western Co-op Transport Association (WCTA) is a cooperative owned by 124 local grain, agronomy and

energy cooperatives. We provide service to our members with over 300 semi trucks and trailers. Many of C

our member/owners are also shippers on the TCWR for their business. Economical rail service is vital to

their survival. Our rail structure is as important to our communities as having schools, roads and a hospital.

When the Milwaukee Road sold off its land and track, Montevideo and other communities in our region
worked to save the rail service. We fought to prevent our track from being torn out or paved over. It is

imperative Western Minnesota retain an economical freight rail transportation option which is provided by
TC&W - the only rail service in our communities.

The design as recommended in the DEIS is not acceptable to maintain our competitive freight rail

Gl

transportation. Alternatives to your recommended design would be: C
1. Do engineering for the reroute that meets TC&W's engineering standards
2. Co-locate the SWLRT with the current freight route
3. Reroute freight back to the 29" St corridor, where TC&W ran until 1998 G 2
4. Route the SWLRT up the MN&S raii line

G2

Therefore, we recommend Hennepin County and the Met Council address TC&W's concerns over the design
of the freight rail relocation shown in the DEIS, and work with the TC&W to arrive at a freight rail solution

that preserves our existing economical freight rail transportation.

Light rail improves the quality of life for riders by giving them another choice. It would be ironical that by
forcing the DEIS relocation on TCWR as outlined, those of us in Western Minnesota will have less choice by

taking away the most economical freight transportation we have.

Thank-you for your consideration on this and your hard work,

Respectfully, y /

Dennis Brandon, General Manager
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Comment#44(
/ heaton
Hmont
< CO-0P ELEVATOR
Main Office
\/ 6587 US HWY 75
WHEATON, MINNESOTA 56296
Main Office: 1-800-258-4744

Monday, December 03, 2012
Dear Hennepin County, Housing, Community Works & Transit- ATTN: Southwest Transitway:

We, the Wheaton-Dumont Coop Elevator depend on the Twin Cities & Western Railroad Company
(TC&W) for economical freight rail transportation. We, the Wheaton-Dumont Coop Elevator understand
that the Southwest Transitway Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) recommends a relocation of C
the freight rail route to accommodate the Southwest Light Rail Transitway (SWLRT). We the Wheaton-

Dumeont Coop Elevator further understand, based on information provided by TC&W, that the
recommended freight rail relocation design as shown in the DEIS released on October 12, 2012 will result
in increased costs for TC&W to operate its trains to and from Wheaton-Dumont Coop Elevator.

It is imperative that Wheaton-Dumont Coop Elevator retain an economical freight rail transportation
option which is provided by TC&W. The design as recommended in the DEIS is not acceptable to C
maintain our competitive freight rail transportation. Alternatives to your recommended design would be:

1.) Do engineering for the reroute that meets TC&W’s engineering standards, G 1 C
2.) Co-locate the SWLRT with the current freight routes,

3.) Reroute freight back to the 29" St Corridor, where TC&W ran until 1998, or G 2
4.) Route the SWLT up the MN&S rail line G 2

Therefore we recommend Hennepin County and the Met Council address TC&W’s concerns over the
.design of the freight rail relocation shown in the DEIS, and work with the TC&W to arrive at a freight rail =~ C
solution that preserves our existing economical freight rail transportation. .

Since rural Minnesota provides a significant amount of exports from the State of Minnesota, and since
having economical freight rail transportation is imperative to allow rural Minnesota to compete in the

global marketplace, we recommend Hennepin County and the Met Council reject the freight rail design as C
recommended in the DEIS and arrive at an acceptable design, as we depend on the economical freight rail
transportation. '

We, the Wheaton-Dumont Coop Elevator oppose the freight rail relocation design recommendation in the C
DEIS based on information provided by the TC&W and recommend that the freight rail issues be

resolved to preserve our economical freight rail transportation options.

Sincerely, _
M (Q\Q
Philip Deal )

Wheaton-Dumont Coop Elevator

Britton 605-448-2261 + Campbell 218-630-5344 « Dumont 320-563-8020 * Dumont Ag 320-563-8822 + Hankinson 701-242-7543 = LaMars 701-474-5976
*Mantador 701-242-7022 « New Effington Ag 605-637-5241 + Sisseton Feed Store 603-698-3491 » Sisseton North 605-698-3221
* Sisseton South 605-698-3251+ Tenncy 218-630-5556 » Wheaton 320-563-1130 » Wheaton Ag 320-563-8181

A FARMER-OWNED INSTITUTION WORKING FOR THE BEST INTERESTS OF THE COMMUNITY
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Comment#441

%rc People....Pride....Purpose....
“Since 1915

705 E. 4™ Street; PO Box 461; Winthrop MN 55396
507-647-6600 or 866-998-3266
Fax: 507-647-6620

November 30, 2012

Dear Hennepin County, Housing, Community Works & Transit;
RE: SOUTHWEST TRANSITWAY

| am writing to you on behalf of the communities and members that own United Farmers Cooperative (UFC). We
are a member owned cooperative that serves nearly 10,000 customers across a dozen communities in south
central Minnesota. UFC has been in existence since 1915, providing necessary goods and services such as
agricultural inputs, home heating and markets for grain.

In the past 20 years, UFC has invested over 60 million dollars of member owned capital in upgrading
infrastructure to provide better access and markets for the farmers and consumers that we serve. Most of these
facilities have been strategically located to effectively use rail service that is provided by Twin Cities & Western
Railroad Company (TC&W). Just this past year, UFC and it members invested nearly 30 million dollars to build a
world class grain handling facility near Brownton MN. This facility will significantly reduce the metro truck traffic
while at the same time greatly enhancing marketing options for Minnesota’s agricultural production.

UFC depends on the TC&W for economical freight rail transportation. UFC understands that the Southwest
Transitway Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) recommends a relocation of the freight rail route to
accommodate the Southwest Light Rail Transitway (SWLRT). UFC further understands, based on information C
provided by TC&W, that the recommended freight rail relocation design as shown in the DEIS released on
October 12, 2012 will result in increased costs for TC&W to operate its trains to and from UFC. These costs are
not only monetary in nature but operationally challenging as well.

We fully understand and support the logic and efficiencies that you are hoping to gain on further expansion of the
light railway. It follows the same logic that we have applied in locating our facilities along the rail. It is both
economically and environmentally sound as well as significantly more efficient. However, we do not believe that it
makes sense to address the transportation needs for the Twin Cities and metro area’s at the expense of C
adversely effecting what we have built for the last several decades in rural Minnesota. In UFC's case, we even
helped invest in rehabilitation of the railroad tracks known as the Minnesota Prairie Line. The access to
competitive and reliable rail has meant great economic development in our small committee and has added many
jobs in addition to the economic gains for our Minnesota farmers.

It is our understanding that TC&W has encouraged you to look at several alternatives that would be less intrusive G 1
on the existing freight business and that several alternatives exist that would be less costly and more conducive to

serving the needs of all parties in this situation. We are asking that Hennepin County and the Met Council meet G 2
with TC&W and work out a more mutually beneficial plan. | have spent considerable time looking at these options
and | really believe a compromise that is fair and mutually respectful can be reached. C

We would be happy to participate in these discussions if we can be of any assistance or relevance in this matter.
The current proposal would put considerable economic and operational obstacles in place and needs to be
reviewed and adjusted to be fair to all those that are affected. We hope that you will consider everyone’s needs in
this matter and work together for the solution.

Sincerely,

Jeff J. Nielsen
General Manager/CEO

OUR PURPOSE
To supply our customers with technology, products, and services in a manner that is extraordinary enough to add value to their lives.
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Comment#44:

%rc People....Pride....Purpose....
“Since 1915~

705 E. 4" Street; PO Box 461; Winthrop MN 55396
507-647-6600 or 866-998-3266
Fax: 507-647-6620

November 30, 2012

Dear Hennepin County, Housing, Community Works & Transit:
RE: SOUTHWEST TRANSITWAY

I am writing to you today on behalf of the United Farmers Cooperative. We serve nearly 1300 agronomy
customers across south central Minnesota.

In 2008 we invested 7 million dollars in building a state of the art fertilizer hub in Winthrop Minnesota, being
Winthrop was in the center of our trade territory is was a great place to build being the TC&W rail line runs
through town. As we were researching the perfect location for our plant we looked at options to build off rail lines
to depend solely on truck service but after much research and finding out what the freight rates would be coming
out of the Twin Cities we then began construction. ‘

We understand that the Southwest Transitway Environmental Impact Statement recommends a relocation of the
freight rail route to help the Southwest Light Rail Transitway. But we have invested heavily because of the rail C
line in Winthrop and depend on the TC&W to operate its trains to and from us. These plans being proposed will

directly effect TC&W with a cost increase that will have to be passed down to UFC and its customers.

We fully understand what it is like to be looking at ways to improve efficiencies we do it every day. But | do not
believe it makes sense to try and change the needs of the metro at the expense of all of us that have already
spent large amount of money prior to your plans.

As we understand there are a few options that look to have some compromise, that would not directly effect the G 1
freight rates leaving the metro. Please meet with the TC&W to work the issues out so both parties can meeta

mutual beneficial plan. G 2

Any questions on what role UFC plays in supporting the agricultural business in South Central Minnesota please
give us a call at 1-507-647-6600

Sincerely,

Butch Altman
Agronomy Manager

OUR PURPOSE 1363
To supply our customers with technology, products, and services in a manner that is extraordinary enough to add value to their lives.
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705 E. 4™ Street; PO Box 461; Winthrop MN 85306
507-647-6601 or 866-792-5128
Fax: 507-647-6621

November 30, 2012
Dear Hennepin County, Housing, Community Works & Transit
Re: Southwest Transitway

| am writing on behalf of United Grain Systems, LLC. Our trade territory stretches eastiwest
from Bird Island to the Twin Cities and north/south from St Cloud to New Ulm. We have six grain
elevators and about 4,000 customers. Because of our location, our choices of rail service are limited
to the TC&W Railroad.

In September of this year we opened a new $30 million state of the art shuttle loading rail
facility on the TC&W rail line outside of Brownton, MN. We did this for several reasons. The first
being “the market” is telling us to do this. Second, it allows us to connect to markets we were
previously not able to access. Third, we have been encouraged by MNDOT to do everything we can
to get truck traffic out of the Twin Cities. This project offered us the efficiencies of moving bulk grain
commodities and allowed us to decrease truck congestion and decrease emissions. We thought this
was a winning situation for everyone involved.

We never dreamt that an extension of Light Rail would or could affect our investment. We are
not against Light Rail, but those that are making decisions for that project need to be aware that those
decisions are affecting businesses and people far from the Twin Cities. According to the TC&W
Railroad, decisions made by Hennepin County and the Metropolitan Council will adversely affect our C
company and customers. They say this will result in increased costs which will be passed down to us
shippers, which in turn we pass onto our farmer customers.

We do not intimately know the details of the track issues involved, but we know that there are G 1

reasonable aiternatives offered to you by the TC8W Raiilroad. We urge you to seriously consider

those recommendations and work with the TC&W to arrive at a solution that preserves continued G 2
economical freight rail transportation.

Sincerely,

James S Johnson
Director of Grain Marketing
United Grain Systems,LLC
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Comment#44<

The City of

INGTON

Councilmember Wills introduced the following resolution and moved for its adoption:
RESOLUTION 78-2012

A RESOLUTION OPPOSING THE FREIGHT RAIL RELOCATION DESIGN
RECOMMENDATION IN THE DEIS TO ACCOMMODATE THE SOUTHWEST
LIGHT RAIL TRANSITWAY (SWLRT)

WHEREAS, the City of Arlington is served by the Minnesota Valley Regional Rail Authority’s
(MVRRA) rail line, which is operated by Twin Cities & Westem Railroad (TC&W); and

WHEREAS, the City of Arlington recognizes the growing importance of rail traffic to ease
congestion on our state and local highways; and

WHEREAS, MVRAA rail line runs through Arlington and provides rail service to one of
Arlington’s largest employets, Seneca Foods; and

WHEREAS, Arlington’s new Industrial Park accesses the MVRRA rail line; and
WHEREAS, the City of Arlington understands that the Southwest Transitway Draft

Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) recommends a relocation of the freight rail route to
accommodate the Southwest Light Rail Transitway (SWLRT); and

WHEREAS, we further understand, based on information provided to us by TC&W and concern
expressed to us by Seneca Foods, that the recommended freight rail relocation design as shown C
in the DEIS released on October 12, 2012 will result in increased costs for TC&W to operate its
trains through the City of Arlington; and

WHEREAS, any increased costs to freight rail will have a negative economic impact on C
Arlington businesses and any other business that decides to relocate in Arlington along the

MVRRA rail line; and

WHEREAS, the City of Arlington supports the alternatives to the recommended design as G 1
presented by TC&W and believes those recommended changes provide for more competitive

freight rail transportation through the City of Arlington. G 2
NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, by the City Council of Arlington that the City

Council hereby recommends to Hennepin County and the Met Council that they address G 1
TC&W'’s concerns over the design of the freight rail relocation shown in the DEIS, and work G 2

204 Shamrock Drive - Arlington, MN 55307 - 507/964-2378
Fax: 507/964-5873 - www.arlingtonmn.com - E-mall: ctyhali@arlingtonmn.com
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Page 2 — Resolution 78-2012

with the TC&W to arrive at a freight rail solution that preserves the existing economical freight

rail transportation through the City of Arlington,

FURTHERMORE BE IT RESOLVED, since rural Minnesota provides a significant amount of

exports from the State of Minnesota, and since having economic freight rail transportation is
imperative to allow rural Minnesota to compete in the global marketplace, we hereby

recornmend to Hennepin County and the Met Council that you reject the freight rail design as
recommended in the DEIS and arrive at an acceptable design, as our community depends on
economical freight rail transportation.

The motion for the adeption of the foregoing resolution was duly seconded by Councilmember
Ruehling and upon poll being taken thereon the following voted in favor thereof: Pederson,
Ruehiing, Pichelmann, Wills, Reetz, and the following voted against the same: None; and the
following abstained from voting: None; and the following wete absent: None.

The foregoing resolution was adopted by the City Council of the City of Arlington this 3% day of
December, 2012,

yﬂ
-
| AﬁcsteW%@- |
City @Hy

Whereupon said resolution was declared duly passed and adopted and was signed by the Mayor
whose signature was attested by the City Administrator,

204 Shamrock Drive - Arlington, MN 55307 - 507/984-2378
Fax; 507/964-5973 - www.arlingtonmn.com - E-mail: cityhali@arlingtonmn.com
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Comment#44-

City of Bird Island
660 Birch Avenue, PO Box 130
Bird Istand, MN 55310
Phone (320) 365-3371 Fax (320) 365-4611
birdislandcity@mchsi.com

November 29, 2012
Dear Hennepin County, Housing, Community Work & Transit-ATTN: Southwest Transitway:

We, the City of Bird Island depend on the Twin Cities & Western Railroad Company (TC&W) for
economical freight rail transpartation. We, the City of Bird Island understand that the Southwest C
Transitway Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) recommends a relocation of the freight rail
route to accommodate the Southwest Light Rail Transitway (SWLRT). We the City of Bird Island further
understand, based on information provided by TC&W, that the recommended freight rail relocation
design as shown in the DEIS released on October 12, 2012 will result in increased costs for TC&W to
operate its trains to and from the City of Bird Island.

It is imperative that the City of Bird Island retain an economical freight rail transportation option which C

is provided by TC&W. The design as recommended In the DEIS is not acceptable to maintain our

competitive freight rail transportation. Alternatives to your recommended design would be;
41.) Do engineering for the reroute that meets TC&W’s engineering C

standards, G 1

42.) Co-locate the SWLRT with the current freight route,

43.) Reroute freight back to the 29" St. Corridor, where TC&W ran until | G 2
1998, or G 2 \

44.) Route the SWLRT up the MN&S rail line

Therefore, we recommend Hennepin County-and the Met Council address TC&W's concerns over the
design of the freight rail relocation shown in the DEIS, and work with the TC&W to arrive at a freight rail C
solution that preserves our existing economical freight rail transportation.

Since rural Minnesota provides a significant amount of exports from the State of Minnesota, and since
having economical freight rail transportation is imperative to allow rural Minnesota to compete in the C
global marketplace, we recommend Hennepin County and the Met Council reject the freight rail design
as recommended in the DEIS and arrive at an acceptable design, as we depend on economical freight rail
transportation.

We, the City of Bird Island oppose the freight rail relocation design recommendaticn in the DEIS based
on information provided by the TC&W and recommend that the freight rail issues be resolved to C
preserve our economical freight rail transportation options,

Sincerely,

Deb Lingl, Administrator -
City of Bird Island
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Commentt#44e

P.O. Box 396
Buffalo Lake, MN 55314
320-833-2272

cityofbl@mchsi.com
Fax 320-833-2094

City of Buffalo Lake

November 29, 2012

Dear Hennepin County, Housing, Community Works & Transit — ATTN: Southwest Transitway:

We, the City of Buffalo Lake depend on the Twin Cities & Weslern Railroad Company (TC&W) for

economical freight rail transportation. We, the City of Buffalo Lake understand that the Southwest C
Transitway Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) recommends a relocation of the freight rail

route to accommodate the Southwest Light Rail Transitway (SWLRT). We the City of Buffalo Lake
further understand, based on information provided by TC&W, that the recommended freight rail
relocation design as shown in the DEIS released on October 12, 2012 will result in increased costs for
TC&W to operate its trains to and from the City of Buffalo Lake.

It is imperative that the City of Buffalo Lake retain an economical freight rail transportation option
which is provided by TC&W. The design as recommended in the DEIS is not acceptable to maintain C
our competitive freight rail transportation. Alternatives to your recommended design would be:

33.) Do engineering for the reroute that meets TC&W'*s engineering standards, C

34.) Co-locate the SWLRT with the current freight route, G 1

G2

Therefore we recommend Hennepin County and the Met Council address TC&W’s concerns over the
design of the freight rail relocation shown in the DEIS, and work with the TC&W to arrive at a C
freight rail solution that preserves our existing economical freight rail transportation.

35.) Reroute freight back to the 29" St. Corridor, where TC&W ran until 1998, or G 2

36.) Route the SWLRT up the MN&S rail line

* Since rural Minnesota provides a significant amount of exports from the State of Minnesota, and
since having economical freight rail transportation is imperative to allow rural Minnesota to compete C
in the global marketplace, we recommend Hennepin County and the Met Council reject the freight
rail design as recommended in the DEIS and arrive at an acceptable design, as we depend on
economical freight rail transportation.

We, the City of Buffalo Lake oppose the freight rail relocation design recommendation in the DEIS
based on information provided by the TC&W and recommend that the freight rail issues be resolved C
to preserve our econommical freight rail transportation options.

Sincerely,

JoygeAyhus, Mayor
City of Buffalo Lake

In accordance with Federal law, The City of Buffalo Lake is prohibited from discriminating
on the basis of race, color, national origin, sex, age or disability.
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Comment#447

GLEN

SMALL CITY & BIG FUTURE

GLENCOE AREA CHAMBER OF COMMERCE

1107 11th Street East, Suite 104, Glencoe, MN 55336
Phone: (320) 864-3650 e« Fax: (320) 864-6405 ¢ www.glencoemn.org

December 12, 2012

Dear Hennepin County, Housing, Community Works & Transit - ATTN: Southwest Transitway,

We, the members of the Glencoe Area Chamber of Commerce (GACC), represent Glencoe’s business
community. We understand that the Southwest Transitway Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) C
recommends a relocation of the freight rail route to accommodate the Southwest Light Rail Transitway
(SWLRT). We, GACC, further understand, based on information provided by Twin Cities & Western
Railroad Company (TC&W), that the recommended freight rail relocation design as shown in the DEIS
released on October 12, 2012 will result in increased costs for TC&W to operate its trains to and from the
businesses they serve. It is imperative that TC&W customers retain an economical freight rail
transportation option which is provided by TC&W.

The design as recommended in the DEIS is not acceptable to maintain the region’s competitive freight rail

transportation. Alternatives to your recommended design would be:
1.) Do engineering for the reroute that meets TC&W's engineering standards, G 1 C

2.) Co-locate the SWLRT with the current freight route,

3.) Reroute freight back to the 29" St Corridor, where TC&W ran until 1998, or
4)) Route the SWLRT up the MN&S rail line G2

Therefore we recommend Hennepin County and the Met Council address TC&W's concerns over the
design of the freight rail relocation shown in the DEIS, and work with the TC&W to arrive at a freight rail C
solution that preserves our existing economical freight rail transportation.

Since rural Minnesota provides a significant amount of exports from the State of Minnesota, and since
having economical freight rail transportation is imperative to allow rural Minnesota to compete in the C
global marketplace, we recommend Hennepin County and the Met Council reject the freight rail design as
recommended in the DEIS and arrive at an acceptable design, as we depend on economical freight rail
transportation.

We oppose the freight rail relocation design recommendation in the DEIS based on information provided
by the TC&W and recommend that the freight rail issues be resolved to preserve our economical freight C
rail transportation option.

Sincerely,

%W.

Laurie Gauer, Chair
Board of Directors, Glencoe Area Chamber of Commerce
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Comment#44¢

P

P.O. Box 457
Hector, MN 55342-0457

o s0ice0s el GITY OF HECTOR mm

November 27, 2012

Dear Hennepin County, Housing, Community Works & Transit ~ATTN: Southwest Transitway:

We, the City of Hector depend on the Twin Cities & Western Railroad Company (TC&W) for economical

freight rail transportation. We, the City of Hector understand that the Southwest Transitway Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) recommends a relocation of the freight rail route to

accommodate the Southwest Light Rail Transitway (SWLRT). We, the City of Hector further understand,
based on information provided by TC&W, that the recommended freight rail relocation design as shown
in the DEIS released on October 12, 2012 will result in increased costs for TC& W to operate its trains to

and from the City of Hector.

It is imperative that the City of Hector retain an economical freight rail transportation option which is

provided by TC&W. The design as recommended in the DEIS is not acceptable to maintain our
competitive freight rail transportation. Alternatives to your recommended design would be:

37.) Do engineering for the reroute that meets TC&W’s engineering standards,

38.) Co-locate the SWLRT with the current freight route,

Gl

39.) Reroute freight back to the 29" st Corridor, where TC&W ran until 1998, or
40.) Route the SWLRT up the MN&S rail line.

G2

Therefore we recommend Hennepin County and the MET Council address TC&W’s concerns over the
design of the freight rail relocation shown in the DEIS, and work with the TC&W to arrive at a freight rail

solution that preserves our existing economical freight rail transportation.

Since rural Minnesota provides a significant amount of exports from the State of Minnesota, and since
having economical freight rail transportation is imperative to allow rural Minnesota to compete in the
global marketplace, we recommend Hennepin County and the Met Council reject the freight rail design
as recommended in the DEIS and arrive at an acceptable design, as we depend on economical freight rail

transportation.

1370



V-McconnHM
Typewritten Text
Comment #448

mferna10
Text Box
C

mferna10
Text Box
C

mferna10
Text Box
C

mferna10
Text Box
C

mferna10
Text Box
C

mferna10
Text Box
G2

mferna10
Text Box
G2

mferna10
Text Box
G1


We, the City of Hector oppose the freight rail relocation design recommendation in the DEIS based on
information provided by the TC&W and recommend that the freight rail issues be resolved to preserve
our ecanomical freight rail transportation options.

Sincerely,

o e

Jeff Heerdt
Mayor
City of Hector
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Commentt#44¢

City of Milan

244 North 211 Street
PO Box 162
Milan, MN 56262

November 30, 2012

ATTENTION: Southwest Transitway

Dear Hennepin County, Housing, Community Works, & Transit:

The City of Milan and its adjacent communities and counties source of revenue is the creation,
maintenance, sale, and TRANSPORTATION of agricultural products.

These products are primarily row crops and grains. The vast majority of these crops are sold and
TRANSPORTED to and processed to major manufacturing hubs; metro areas.

Milan's 'economic engine' is heavily dependent on inexpensive (cheap) TRANSPORTATION
from acquiring the inputs to selling and TRANSPORTING the crop. The presently proposed
relocation of TCW's track structure for the Southwest Transitway System places onerous and C
unbearable costs on TCW and ultimately the Milan area farmers, businesses, and citizens. The
City of Milan urges that the present draft and proposal be readdressed to find a solution more
economically favorable to TCW, its customers, and the people of west central Minnesota.

Rural, Greater Minnesota, recognizes, understands, and endorses the concept of mass transit for
the Metro area. We only request that the MOST ECONOMICAL design for TCW and west

central Minnesota be adopted. To benefit the Metro area at the expense of the rural population is C

untenable. Both sides have to cooperate for the benefit of all of Minnesota. Please consider our
requests, needs and concerns when the final route is chosen.

MILAN CITY COUNCIL

Mayor Ted Ziemann

2l
AT N e

“This institution is an equal opportunity provider.”

Telephone 320-734-4411 E-mail cityofmilan@fedteldirect.net Fax 320-734-4415
1372
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Comment#45(

103 Canton Ave., PO.Box 517 Montevideo, Minnesota 56265 Telephone: 320/269-6575  Fax: 320 /269-9340

November 26, 2012
Dear Hennepin County, Housing, Community Works & Transit - ATTN: Southwest Transitway:

We, the City of Montevideo Economic Development Authority, depend on the Twin Cities & Western
Railroad Company (TC&W) for economical freight rail transportation. We, the City of Montevideo
Economic Development Authority, understand that the Southwest Transitway Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (DEIS) recommends a relocation of the freight rail route to accommodate the
Southwest Light Rail Transitway (SWLRT). We, the City of Montevideo Economic Development
Authority, further understand, based on information provided by TC&W, that the recommended freight C
rail relocation design as shown in the DEIS released on October 12, 2012 will result in increased costs
for TC&W to operate its trains to and from the City of Montevideo Economic Development Authority.

It is imperative that the City of Montevideo Economic Development Authority retain an economical

freight rail transportation option which is provided by TC&W. The design as recommended in the DEIS C
is not acceptable to maintain our competitive freight rail transportation. Alternatives to your
recommended design would be:

65.) Do engineering for the reroute that meets TC&W’s engineering standards; C G 1
66.) Co-locate the SWLRT with the current freight route;
67.) Reroute freight back to the 29" Street Corridor, where TC&W ran until 1998; or,

68.)  Route the SWLRT up the MN&S rail line. G 2 G 2

Therefore, we recommend Hennepin County and the Met Council address TC&W’s concerns over the
design of the freight rail relocation shown in the DEIS, and work with the TC&W to arrive at a freight C
rail solution that preserves our existing economical freight rail transportation.

Since rural Minnesota provides a significant amount of exports from the State of Minnesota, and since
having economical freight rail transportation is imperative to allow rural Minnesota to compete in the
global marketplace, we recommend Hennepin County and the Met Council reject the freight rail design C
as recommended in the DEIS and arrive at an acceptable design, as we depend on economical freight rail
transportation.

We, the City of Montevideo Economic Development Authority, oppose the freight rail relocation design
recommendation in the DEIS based on information provided by the TC&W and recommend that the C
freight rail issues be resolved to preserve our economical freight rail transportation options.

Sincerely,

W s

arvin E. Garbe, President
MEG/gl

Equal Opportunity Provider & Employer 1373
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Commenti#45]
CITY OF

Y A America City*

103 Canton Ave., PO. Box 517 Montevideo, Minnesota 56265 Telephone: 320 /269-6575 Fax: 320/ 269-9340

November 26, 2012

Dear Hennepin County, Housing, Community Works & Transit - ATTN: Southwest Transitway:

We, the City of Montevideo, depend on the Twin Cities & Western Railroad Company (TC&W) for
economical freight rail transportation. We, the City of Montevideo, understand that the Southwest

Transitway Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) recommends a relocation of the freight rail C
route to accommodate the Southwest Light Rail Transitway (SWLRT). We, the City of Montevideo,
further understand, based on information provided by TC&W, that the recommended freight rail
relocation design as shown in the DEIS released on October 12, 2012 will result in increased costs for
TC&W to operate its trains to and from the City of Montevideo.

It is imperative that the City of Montevideo retain an economical freight rail transportation option which C
is provided by TC&W. The design as recommended in the DEIS is not acceptable to maintain our
competitive freight rail transportation. Alternatives to your recommended design would be:

65.) Do engineering for the reroute that meets TC&W’s engineering standards; C G 1
66.)  Co-locate the SWLRT with the current freight route;
67.) Reroute freight back to the 29" Street Corridor, where TC&W ran until 1998; or, G 2
68.)  Route the SWLRT up the MN&S rail line.

Therefore, we recommend Hennepin County and the Met Council address TC&W’s concerns over the C
design of the freight rail relocation shown in the DEIS, and work with the TC&W to arrive at a freight
rail solution that preserves our existing economical freight rail transportation.

Since rural Minnesota provides a significant amount of exports from the State of Minnesota, and since
having economical freight rail transportation is imperative to allow rural Minnesota to compete in the
global marketplace, we recommend Hennepin County and the Met Council reject the freight rail design
as recommended in the DEIS and arrive at an acceptable design, as we depend on economical freight rail C
transportation.

We, the City of Montevideo, oppose the freight rail relocation design recommendation in the DEIS based
on information provided by the TC&W and recommend that the freight rail issues be resolved to preserve
our economical freight rail transportation options.

Sincerely, |
j]/éﬂb\ (-\”/QX\/ LS

Steven C. Jones, City Manager
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MORTON Comment#452

“Whe Oluest Story in Forth America”

221 West Second Street — P.O. Box 127 — Morton, MN 56270-0127
Phone: (507) 697-6912 Fax: (507) 697-6118
E-Mail:mortoncityhall@mchsi.com

This institution is an equal opportunity provider
TDD/TTY: 651-602-7830

November 27, 2012

Dear Hennepin County, Housing, Community Works & Transit — ATTN: Southwest Transitway:

The City of Morton depends on the Twin Cities & Western Railroad Company (TC&W) for
economical freight rail transportation. We understand that the Southwest Transitway Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) recommends a relocation of the freight rail route to C
accommodate the Southwest Light Rail Transitway (SWLRT). We further understand, based on
information provided by TC&W, that the recommended freight rail relocation design as shown in
the DEIS released on October 12, 2012 will result in increased costs for TC&W to operate its
trains to and from the City of Morton.

It is imperative that the City of Morton retain an economical freight rail transportation option C
which is provided by TC&W. The design as recommended in the DEIS is not acceptable to
maintain our competitive freight rail transportation. Alternatives to your recommended design

would be: C
1.) Do engineering for the reroute that meets TC&W’s engineering standards, G 1
2.) Co-locate the SWLRT with the current freight route, G 2

3.) Reroute freight back to the 29" St Corridor, where TC&W ran until 1998, or

4.} Route the SWLRT up the MN&S rail line
Therefore we recommend Hennepin County and the Met Council address TC&W’s concerns
over the design of the freight rail relocation shown in the DEIS, and work with the TC&W to
arrive at a freight rail solution that preserves our existing economical freight rail transportation. C
Since rural Minnesota provides a significant amount of exports from the State of Minnesota, and
since having economical freight rail transportation is imperative to allow rural Minnesota to
compete in the global marketplace, we recommend Hennepin County and the Met Council reject

the freight rail design as recommended in the DEIS and arrive at an acceptable design, as we
depend on economical freight rail transportation.

The City of Morton opposes the freight rail relocation design recommendation in the DEIS based
on information provided by the TC&W and recommend that the freight rail issues be resolved to C
preserve our economical freight rail transportation options.

Sincerely,

(e Cltwect
Carl Colwell, Mayor
Morton City Council
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NORWOOD

7

YOUNG AMERICA

November 30, 2012
Hennepin County
Housing, Community Works and Transit

701 Fourth Avenue South, Suite 400
Minneapolis, MN 55415-1842

RE: Southwest Transitway

Dear Hennepin County, Housing, Community Works and Transit:

Comment#45:

The City of Norwood Young America depends on the Twin Cities & Western Railroad Company (TC&W)

for economical freight transportation. The City of Norwood Young America understands that the
Southwest Transitway Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) recommends a relocation of the C
freight rail route to accommodate the Southwest Light Rail Transitway (SWLRT). The City of Norwood

Young America further understands, based on information provided by TC&W, that the recommended
freight rail relocation design as shown in the DEIS released on October 12, 2012, will result in increased

costs for TC&W to operate its trains to and from the community of Norwood Young America.

It is imperative that the city of Norwood Young America retain an economical freight rail transportation
option, which is provided by TC&W. The design as recommended in the DEIS is not acceptable to C
maintain our competitive freight rail transportation. Alternatives to your recommended design would

be:

1.) Do engineering for the reroute that meets TC& W’s engineering standards.
2.) Co-located the SWLRT with the current freight route.

3.) Reroute freight back to the 29" St. Corridor, where TC&W ran until 1998.
4.) Route the SWLRT up the MN&S rail line. '

We recommend that Hennepin County and the Met council address TC&W's concerns over the design of C
the freight rail relocation shown in the DEIS, and work with the TC&W to arrive at a freight rail solution

that preserves our existing economic freight rail transportation.

C

G2

Gl

G2

Since rural Minnesota provides a significant amount of exports from the State of Minnesota, and since
having economical freight rail transportation is imperative to allow rural Minnesota to compete in the

global marketplace, we recommend that Hennepin County and the Met Council reject the freight rail C
design as recommended in the DEIS and arrive at an acceptable design, as we depend on economical

freight rail transportation.

City of Norwood Young America
310 Elm St. W.,, P.O. Box 59
Norwood Young America, MN 55368

www.cityofnya.com
952-467-1800
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The City of Norwood Young America opposes the freight rail relocation design recommendation in the
DEIS based on information provided by TC&W, and recommends that the freight rail issues be resolved
to preserve our economical freight rail transportation options.

If you have any questions regarding this letter, please feel free to contact me at
tsimmons@cityofnya.com, or 952-467-1800.

Sincerely, F

o

Tom Simmons, City Administrator
City of Norwood Young America

City of Norwood Young America
310 Elm St. W., P.O. Box 59
Norwood Young America, MN 55368
www.cityofnya.com
952-467-1800
1377
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Comment#454

o
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Hennepin County \ SR i
. B . 7 . 1009 W Lincoln Avenue, Olivia, MN 56277
Housing, Community Works & Transit CEEINET (S0 )

701 Fourth Avenue South, Suite 400
Minneapolis, MN 55415-1842

December 3, 2012
Re: Southwest Transitway
Dear Hennepin County Housing, Community Works & Transit:

On behalf of the Olivia Mayor and City Council, we would like to go on record in regards to the
recommended relocation of the freight rail route of Twin Cities & Western Railroad (TC&W) to
accommodate the Southwest Light Rail Transitway. Our agriculture-based economy depends on
economical {reight rail transportation and the Olivia City Council urges Hennepin County and

the Metropolitan Council to address TC&W’s concerns over the proposed freight rail relocation C
plans being considered.

Increased freight rail costs associated with such plans will no doubt have a negative impact on

our local economy. My City Council asks that the stakeholders in this discussion seriously C
consider alternative proposals which will better achieve the goal of expanded light rail transit G 2
while still maintaining competitive and economical freight rail for Olivia and the numerous oth G 1
counties, cities and townships who are served by TC&W.

The position of the Olivia City Council is one of opposition to the current freight rail relocation C
design recommendation in the Southwest Transitway Draft Environmental Impact Statement;
and they recommend that the issues related to freight rail be resolved so to preserve economical
freight rail transit for our region. The current relocation plans would result in increased

operational costs for TC&W which in turn would negatively impact our regional economy. The C
City of Olivia requests that Hennepin County and the Metropolitan Council consider alternatives
to the relocation design currently being proposed. G 2

Sincerely,
# )

, | .},‘ / !7‘ | .
.f' A Al r :L-._.J L/L/"’
{

Dan Coughlin /
Olivia City Administrator
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Commentt#45-

CITY OF PLATO

P.0O. Box 7
Plato, MN 55370
€L L L LK

December 11, 2012

Hennepin County, Housing, Community Works & Transit
ATTN: Southwest Transitway

We, the City of Plato, depend on the Twin Cities & Western Railroad Company (TC&W) for economical
freight rail transportation. We, the City of Plato, understand that the Southwest Transitway Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) recommends a relocation of the freight rail route to accommodate
the Southwest Light Rail Transitway (SWLRT). We, the City of Plato, further understand, based on
information provided by TC&W, that the recommended freight rail relocation design as shown in the DEIS C
released on October 12, 2012, will result in increased costs for TC&W to operate its trains to and from the

City of Plato.

It is imperative that the City of Plato retain an economical freight rail transportation option which is C
provided by TC&W. The design as recommended in the DEIS is not acceptable to maintain our competitive

freight rail transportation. Alternatives to your recommended design would be: C

17.) Do engineering for the reroute that meets TC&W's engineering standards

18.) Co-locate the SWLRT with the current freight route,

19.) Reroute freight back to the 29" Street Corridor, where TC&W ran until 1998, or

20.) Route the SWLRT up the MN&S rail line. G 2

G2

Therefore, we recommend Hennepin County and the Met Council address TC& W'’s concerns over the C
design of the freight rail relocation shown in the DEIS, and work with TC&W to arrive at a freight rail
solution that preserves our existing economical freight rail transportation.

Since rural Minnesota provides a significant amount of exports from the State of Minnesota, and since
having economical freight rail transportation is imperative to allow rural Minnesota to compete in the ( :

global marketplace, we recommend Hennepin County and the Met Council reject the freight rail design as
recommended in the DEIS and arrive at an acceptable design, as we depend on economical freight rail

transportation.

We, the City of Plato, oppose the freight rail relocation design recommendation in the DEIS based on C
information provided by the TC&W and recommend that the freight rail issues be resolved to preserve our

economical freight rail transportation options.

Regards,
Plato City Council

L L (L I IS

Phone (320)238-2432 website; www.cityofplato.com
Fax (320) 238-2542 email: cityofplato@embarqgmail.com
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Comment#45¢

City of Stewart
551 Prior Street
PO Box 195
Stewart, MN 55385
Phone & Fax - 320-562-2518
TDD - 711

November 27, 2012
Dear Hennepin County, Housing, Community Works & Transit — ATTN: Southwest Transitway:

We, the City of Stewart depend on the Twin Cities & Western Railroad Company {TC&W) for economical
freight rail transportation. We, the City of Stewart understand that the Southwest Transitway Draft
Environmental impact Statement {DEIS) recommends a relocation of the freight rail route to
accommodate the Southwest Light Rail Transitway (SWLRT). We the City of Stewart further
understand, based an information provided by TC&W, that the recommended freight rail relocation C
design as shown in the DEIS released on October 12, 2012 will result in increased costs for TC&W to
operate its trains to and from City of Stewart. ' '

it is imperative that City of Stewart retain an economical freight raif transportation option which is C
provided by TC&W, The design as recommended in the DEIS is not acceptable to maintain our
competitive freight rail transportation. Alternatives to your recommended design would be:
1.) Do engineering for the reroute that meets TC&W's engineering standards, C
2.) Co-locate the SWLRT with the current freight route, G 1
3.) Reroute freight back to the 29" St Corridor, where TC&W ran until 1998, or G 2
4.} Route the SWLRT up the MIN&S rail line : _ G 2

~ Therefore we recommend Hennepin County and the Met Council address TC&W's concerns over the
design of the freight rail relocation shown in the DEIS, and work with the TC&W to arrive at a freight rail C
solution that preserves our existing economical freight rail transportation. :

Since rural Minnesota provides a significant amount of export‘s from the State of Minnesota, and since
having economical freight rail transportation is imperative to allow rural Minnesota to compete in the C
global marketplace, we recommend Hennepin County and the Met Councit reject the freight rail design
as recommended in the DEIS and arrive at an acceptable design, as we depend on economical freight rail
transportation.

We, the City of Stewart oppose the freight rail relocation design recommendation in the DEIS based on C
information provided by the TC&W and recommend that the freight rail issues be resolved to preserve
our economical freight rail transportation options.”

Sincerely,

I MowrA
leff Erkenbrack — Mayor
City of Stewart

An equal opportunity provider
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Hicrway 19

Comment#457

City oF WINTHROP

IncorroRATED IN 1881

Hicaway 15

Mavor
DaviD TREBELHORN

Crity CounciL
PETER MACHAIEK
LyLe Muty
CoLLeen DIETZ
RoB EDWARDS
ED PELLETIER

CITy ADMINISTRATOR/
EDA DIreEcTOR
MARK ERICKSON

City CLERK
JENNY HAZELTON

MEMBER OF:
LMC
MASC
MMUA
MMPA

November 270, 2012

Hennepin County, Housing. Community Works & Transit
ATTN: Southwest Transitway

Towhom it may concern:

During the past 18 years, Heartland Corn Products, United Farmers
Cooperative and Land O Lakes Cooperative have invested tens of
millions of dollars in Winthrop because of its proximity to affordable
rail service. In 2009 the City of Winthrop invested nearly $2 millionin a
rail-assisted industrial park.

We depend on the Twin Cities & Western Railroad Company (TC&W)
for economical freight rail transportation to and from our community.

it has been brought to our attention the Southwest Transitway Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) recommends relocating the
freight rail route to accommodate the Southwest Light Rail Transitway
(SRTL).

We further understand the proposed rail relocation will result in C
increased operational costs for TC&W which in turn will mean
increased shipping costs for Winthrop businesses that use the rail.

While we appreciate and agree with the need to advance the idea of
passenger rail traffic, it cannot be done at the expense of rural C
businesses.

Our local businesses must retain access to economical rail
transportation provided by TC&W. We have been told the design as C
recommended in the DELS will increase operational costs for TC&W.

PO.BoxY * 305 N.Mam St. ® WINTHROP, MINNESOTA 55396 * Smiey CoUunTY ® PHONE: 507-647-5306 * Fax: 507-647-3200

EMAIL; WINTHROP(@MCHSI.COM ® WEBSITE: WINTHROPMINNESOTA,COM
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We strongly urge you to look at alternatives to the current design that C
would include the followina obtions:

1. Do engineering for the reroute that meets TC&W's C
engineering standards; G 1

2. Co-locate the SWLRT with the current freiaht route:
3

. Reroute freight back to the 29" Street corridtor where! G 2
TC&W ran until 1998, or G2

4. Route the SWLRT up the MN&S rail line.

Through this letter we are asking Hennepin County and the Met Council
to address TC&W'’s design concerns and work with them to find a C
solution that allows our businesses and citv to continue to benefit from
the investment they have made while allowing you to responsibly meet
your future fransportation needs.

Rural Minnesota products figure prominently in the overall export market C
for the state of Minnesota. It is essential we have economical freight trail
transvortation solutions so we can continue to compete in the alobal

market. .

Based on information provided bv TC&W, the Citv of Winthrop opposes
the freight rail relocation design recommendation in the DEIS and asks
Hennepin County and the Met Council to also reject the design and work
will all parties to arrive at a solution that is acceptable to evervone.

Sincerely,

7~

Dave Trebelhorn, Mayor
City of Winthrop
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Comment#458

c

BIG STONE COUNTY
AUDITOR'S OFFICE

DATE: 12/7/12

MEMO TO: Mark Wegner
MEMO FROM: Michelle Knutson
RE: Letter of Support
Please see the enclosed Letter for your official response to the
DEIS. The Board chose to write their own letter versus using the

sample one you provided.

If you have any questions, please let me know.
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District 1
Walter Wulff
65292 270* S¢
Chokio, MIN 56221

District 2
Wade A(lwy
29161 800" Ave
Graceville, MIN 56240

Distriot 3
Brent Olson
34596 690* Ave
Orfmn’iuc, MIN 56278

Distriot 4
Roger Sandberg
539 4¢h S¢ NW
Ortonville, MIN 56278

Distriot b
Joseph Berning
736 Grace St
Ortonville, MIN 56278

Big Stone County Board of Commissioners
20 2nd Street SE - Ortonville, MIN 56278
Phone/Fax (320)-839-6372

December 6, 2012

Dear Hennepin County, Housing, Community Works & Transit — ATTN:
Southwest Transitway:

We have watched with interest the discussion around relocation of the

freight rail route to accommodate the Southwest Light Rail Transitway. C

While we do not have expertise to advise you on the changes you

propose, we have deep concerns that the parties involved might not
realize that changes proposed in the metropolitan counties have a
profound effect on rural businesses and citizens far removed from your
area.

Here in Big Stone County we have a number of businesses that rely on
TC&W for transportation of goods. Any change in rates or service could

C

make the difference between profit or loss for these businesses in what is
already a fragile economy. We respectfully request that those factors be
included in your decision making process, in order to serve the interests of
all the citizens of the State of Minnesota.

Sincerely,
Big Stone County Board of Commissioners

S 7

Walter W. Wulff
Chairman

Equal Opportunity Employer 1384
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Comment#45¢

Tom Workman
Office of County Commissioner
Carver County Government Center
Human Services Building

— 602 East Fourth Street
CARVER  chaska, MN 55318-1202
COUNTY  phone: 952 361-1510

Fax: 952 361-1581

November 27, 2012
Dear Hennepin County, Housing, Community Works & Transit — ATTN: Southwest Transitway:

Carver County depends on the Twin Cities & Western Railroad Company (TC&W) for economical freight rail
transportation. | understand that the Southwest Transitway Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)
recommends a relocation of the freight rail route to accommodate the Southwest Light Rail Transitway
(SWLRT). lalso further understand, based on information provided by TC&W, that the recommended freight

rail relocation design as shown in the DEIS released on October 12, 2012 will result in increased costs for C
TC&W to operate its trains to and from Carver County.

It is imperative that Carver County retain an economical freight rail transportation option which is provided by

TC&W. The design as recommended in the DEIS is not acceptable to maintain our competitive freight rail C
transportation. Alternatives to your recommended design would be:

1.) Do engineering for the reroute that meets TC&W'’s engineering standards, C
2.) Co-locate the SWLRT with the current freight route, G 1
3.) Route the SWLRT up the MN&S rail line G 2

Therefore | recommend Hennepin County and the Met Council address TC& W’s concerns over the design of
the freight rail relocation shown in the DEIS, and work with the TC&W to arrive at a freight rail solution that
preserves our existing economical freight rail transportation. C

Since rural Minnesota provides a significant amount of exports from the State of Minnesota, and since having
economical freight rail transportation is imperative to allow rural Minnesota to compete in the global C
marketplace, we recommend Hennepin County and the Met Council reject the freight rail design as
recommended in the DEIS and arrive at an acceptable design, as we depend on economical freight rail
transportation.

As a Carver County Commissioner and as a member of the Minnesota Valley Regional Rail Authority, | oppose
the freight rail relocation design recommendation in the DEIS based on information provided by the TC&W
and recommend that the freight rail issues be resolved to preserve our economical freight rail transportation

options. C

{ F6m Workman
Carver County Commissioner
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Comment#46(
MCLEOD County of McLeod

—C@-_NI;-Y— 830 11th Street East
.—— Glencoe, Minnesota 55336
FAX (320) 864-3410

COMMISSIONER RAY BAYERL COMMISSIONER KERMIT D. TERLINDEN COMMISSIONER PAUL WRIGHT

1st District 2nd District 3rd District

Phone (320) 485-2181 Phone (320) 864-3738 Phone (320) 587-7332

20778 Cable Avenue 1112 14th Street East 15215 County Road 7

Lester Prairie, MN 55354 Glencoe, MN 55336 Hutchinson, MN 55350

Ray.Baverl@co.mcleod.mn.us Kermit.Terlinden@co.mcleod.mn.us Paul.Wright@co.mcleod.mn.us
COMMISSIONER SHELDON A. NIES COMMISSIONER BEV WANGERIN COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR

4th District 5th District PATRICK T. MELVIN

Phone (320) 587-5117 Phone (320) 587-6869 817 Colorado Phone (320) 864-1363

1118 Jefferson Street South Street NW Hutchinson, MN 55350 830 11th Street East, Suite 110

Hutchinson, MN 55350 Bev.Wangerin@co.mcleod.mn.us Glencoe, MN 55336

Sheldon.Nies@co.mcleod.mn.us Pat.Melvin@co.mcleod.mn.us

12/3/12

Dear Hennepin County, Housing, Community Works & Transit - ATTN: Southwest Transitway:

We, the McLeod County depend on the Twin Cities & Western Railroad Company (TC&W) for economical freight rail C
transportation. We, the McLeod County understand that the Southwest Transitway Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS) recommends a relocation of the freight rail route to accommodate the Southwest Light Rail
Transitway (SWLRT). We the McLeod County further understand, based on information provided by TC&W, that the

recommended freight rail relocation design as shown in the DEIS released on October 12, 2012 will result in

increased costs for TC&W to operate its trains to and from McLeod County.

Itis imperative that McLeod County retain an economical freight rail transportation option which is provided by C
TC&W. The design as recommended in the DEIS is not acceptable to maintain our competitive freight rail
transportation. Alternatives to your recommended design would be: C
85. )Do engineering for the reroute that meets TC&W's engineering standards, G 1
86. )Co-locate the SWLRT with the current freight route,
87.) Reroute freight back to the 29" St Corridor, where TC&W ran until 1998, or G 2
88. )Route the SWLRT up the MN&S rail line G 2

Therefore we recommend Hennepin County and the Met Council address TC&W's concerns over the design of the C
freight rail relocation shown in the DEIS, and work with the TC&W to arrive at a freight rail solution that preserves our

existing economical freight rail transportation.

MCLEOD COUNTY IS AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER 1386
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Since rural Minnesota provides a significant amount of exports from the State of Minnesota, and since having
economical freight rail transportation is imperative to allow rural Minnesota to compete in the globat marketplace, we
recommend Hennepin County and the Met Council reject the freight rail design as recommended in the DEIS and

arrive at an acceptable design, as we depend on economical freight rail transportation.

We, the McLeod County oppose the freight rail relocation design recommendation in the DEIS based on Information
provided by the TC&W and recommend that the freight rail issues be resolved to preserve our economical freight rail

transportation options.

Sincerely,

Beverly Wangetin

McLeod County

\ .
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Comment#461

Minnesota Valley Regional Rail Authority

WVRRG\ 200 s Mill street Phone: 507-637-4004
Bitescs s PO Box 481 Fax: 507-637-4082
Eh Redwood Falls, MN E-mail: julie@redwoodfalls.org

(i !
) ;4’ 56283
(=) (+)

e Friby ,o““

Serving the communities and_counties of Carver, Sibley, Renville,
Redwood, and Yellow Medicine iin Minnesota

December 18, 2012

Dear Hennepin County, Housing, Community Works & Transit — ATTN: Southwest Transitway:

We, the Minnesota Valley Regional Rail Authority, depend on the Twin Cities & Western Railroad
Company (TC&W) as our operator for the Minnesota Prairie Line, for economical freight rail
transportation. We, the Minnesota Valley Regional Rail Authority, understand that the Southwest
Transitway Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) recommends a relocation of the freight rail
route to accommodate the Southwest Light Rail Transitway (SWLRT). We the Minnesota Valley
Regional Rail Authority, further understand, based on information provided by TC&W, that the
recommended freight rail relocation design as shown in the DEIS released on October 12, 2012 will

result in increased costs for TC&W to operate its trains to and from the 16 communities they serve in C
Carver, Sibley, Redwood, Renville, and Yellow Medicine Counties!

It is imperative that our shippers along our MVRRA/MPL line retain an economical freight rail C
transportation option which is provided by TC&W. The design as recommended in the DEIS is not
acceptable to maintain our competitive freight rail transportation. Alternatives to your recommended

design would be:
CliG1

1.) Do engineering for the reroute that meets TC& W’s engineering standards,

2.) Co-locate the SWLRT with the current freight route,

3.) Reroute freight back to the 29" St Corridor, where TC&W ran until 1998, or G 2 G 2
4.) Route the SWLRT up the MN&S rail line

Therefore we recommend Hennepin County and the Met Council address TC&W'’s concerns over the
design of the freight rail relocation shown in the DEIS, and work with the TC&W to arrive at a freight rail C
solution that preserves our existing economical freight rail transportation.

Since rural Minnesota provides a significant amount of exports from the State of Minnesota, and since
having economical freight rail transportation is imperative to allow rural Minnesota to compete in the C
global marketplace, we recommend Hennepin County and the Met Council reject the freight rail design
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as recommended in the DEIS and arrive at an acceptable design, as we depend on economical freight rail
transportation.

We, the Minnesota Valley Regional Rail Authority, oppose the freight rail relocation design
recommendation in the DEIS based on information provided by the TC&W and recommend that the
freight rail issues be resolved to preserve our economical freight rail transportation options.
Collectively, we represent 5 counties, 16 communities, and thousands of ag producers and businesses
who depend on freight rail transportation to deliver their goods and services to global markets and have

been shipping via rail for years! We would be happy to discuss your proposal in further detail and its
impacts to our rail line and our operator!

Sincerely,

Bl o |

Bob Fox, Chair

ulie Rath
Minnesota Valley Regional Rail Authority MVRRA Administrator
Minnesota Prairie Line
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Comment#46:2

www.radc.org

clwood /\ren SRS

/ ’
WWW.RADC.ORG

A GOOD PLACE TO START s »»
JULIE@REDWOODFALLS.ORG
507-637-4004

December 18, 2012

Dear Hennepin County, Housing, Community Works & Transit — ATTN: Southwest Transitway:

We, the Redwood Area Development Corporation and the shippers in our county communities, depend on the
Minnesota Prairie Line operated by Twin Cities & Western Railroad Company (TC&W) for economical freight rail

transportation. We, the Redwood Area Development Corporation, understand that the Southwest Transitway Draft

C

Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) recommends a relocation of the freight rail route to accommodate the
Southwest Light Rail Transitway (SWLRT). We the Redwood Area Development Corporation, further understand, based

on information provided by TC&W, that the recommended freight rail relocation design as shown in the DEIS released
on October 12, 2012 will result in increased costs for TC&W to operate its trains to and from «Company».

C

It is imperative that our county businesses can rely on MPL/TC&W as an economical freight rail transportation option
which is provided by TC&W. The design as recommended in the DEIS is not acceptable to maintain our competitive
freight rail transportation. Alternatives to your recommended design would be: C
1.) Do engineering for the reroute that meets TC& W’s engineering standards, G 1
2.) Co-locate the SWLRT with the current freight route,
3.) Reroute freight back to the 29" St Corridor, where TC&W ran until 1998, or G 2
4.) Route the SWLRT up the MN&S rail line G 2

Therefore we recommend Hennepin County and the Met Council address TC&W'’s concerns over the design of the
freight rail relocation shown in the DEIS, and work with the TC&W to arrive at a freight rail solution that preserves our

existing economical freight rail transportation.

Since rural Minnesota provides a significant amount of exports from the State of Minnesota, and since having
economical freight rail transportation is imperative to allow rural Minnesota to compete in the global marketplace, we

recommend Hennepin County and the Met Council reject the freight rail design as recommended in the DEIS and arrive
at an acceptable design, as we depend on economical freight rail transportation.

We, the Redwood Area Development Corporation, oppose the freight rail relocation design recommendation in the
DEIS based on information provided by the TC&W and recommend that the freight rail issues be resolved to preserve

C

our economical freight rail transportation options.

Sincerely,

lie Rath, Economic Development Specialist
Redwood Area Development Corporation/Redwood County EDA
Mission Statement: Our primary focus is community and economic development for member communities including

Job creation and strengthening or expanding existing businesses in the Redwood Area. 1390
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Commentt#46:

REDWOOD COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS

P.O. Box 130 ¢ Redwood Falls, Minnesota 56283
Phone: 507.637.4016 & Fax: 507.637.4017
RGJWOOJ County Website: www.co.redwood.mn.us

November 27, 2012

Dear Hennepin County, Housing, Community Works & Transit - ATTN: Southwest Transitway:

We, the Redwood County depend on the Twin Cities & Western Railroad Company (TC&W) for economical
freight rail transportation. We, the Redwood County understand that the Southwest Transitway Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) recommends a relocation of the freight rail route to accommodate the
Southwest Light Rail Transitway (SWLRT). We the Redwood County further understand, based on information
provided by TC&W, that the recommended freight rail relocation design as shown in the DEIS released on
October 12, 2012 will result in increased costs for TC&W to operate its trains to and from Redwood County.

o

It is imperative that Redwood County retain an economical freight rail transportation option which is

provided by TC&W. The design as recommended in the DEIS is not acceptable to maintain our competitive C
freight rail transportation. Alternatives to your recommended design would be:

117.) Do engineering for the reroute that meets TC&W's engineering standards, C G 1

118.) Co-locate the SWLRT with the current freight route,

119.) Reroute freight back to the 29" St Corridor, where TC&W ran until 1998, o

120.) Route the SWLRT up the MN&S rail line G 2 G 2

Therefore we recommend Hennepin County and the Met Council address TC&W's concerns over the design of
the freight rail relocation shown in the DEIS, and work with the TC&W to arrive at a freight rail solution that C
preserves our existing economical freight rail transportation.

Since rural Minnesota provides a significant amount of exports from the State of Minnesota, and since having

economical freight rail transportation is imperative to allow rural Minnesota to compete in the global marketplac
we recommend Hennepin County and the Met Council reject the freight rail design as recommended in the C
DEIS and arrive at an acceptable design, as we depend on economical freight rail transportation.

We, the Redwood County oppose the freight rail relocation design recommendation in the DEIS based on
information provided by the TC&W and recommend that the freight rail issues be resolved to preserve our C
economical freight rail transportation options.

Sincerely,
Lon Walling
—
- o S g -
%”? 7 ¢/O/4/ e
Board Chair
Redwood County
1* District 2" District 3" District 4™ District 5" District
LON WALLING JOHN SCHUELLER AL KOKESCH PRISCILLA KLABUNDE SHARON HOLLATZ
27784 Co. Hwy 5 29157 250" Street 33650 Co. Hwy 2 400 Teakwood Dr. 393 Laser Trail
Milroy, MN 56263 ‘Wabasso MN 56293 Morton MN 56270 Redwood Falls, MN 56283 Redwood Falls, MN 56283
507-747-2175 507-342-5621 507-697-6477 507-637-3817 507-641-2999
lon_w@co.redwood.mn.us john_s@co.redwood.mn.us al_k@co.redwood.mn.us priscilla_k@co.redwood.mn.us  sharon_h@co.redwood.mn.us

1391

EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER


V-McconnHM
Typewritten Text
Comment #463

mferna10
Text Box
C

mferna10
Text Box
C

mferna10
Text Box
C

mferna10
Text Box
G1

mferna10
Text Box
G2

mferna10
Text Box
G2

mferna10
Text Box
C

mferna10
Text Box
C

mferna10
Text Box
C


Comment#464

Upper Minnesota Valley
REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION

Helping Communities Prosper

323 W Schlieman Ave. Appleton, MN 56208-1299  320.289.1981 (office) 320.289.1983 (fax) www.umvrdc.org

Tuesday, November 27, 2012

Hennepin County Housing, Community Works & Transit
ATTN: Southwest Transitway

701 Fourth Avenue South, Suite 400

Minneapolis, MN 55415

Dear Hennepin County Housing, Community Works & Transit;

The Upper Minnesota Valley Regional Development Commission’s five county region is served
by the Twin Cities & Western Railroad Company (TC&W) for economical freight rail
transportation. Ours and other rural Minnesota regions provide a significant amount of exports
for the State of Minnesota and having economical freight rail transportation is critical to allow
rural Minnesota to compete in the global marketplace. It is also indispensable to have a freight
carrier with local roots to work with on rail related issues.

We understand that the Southwest Transitway Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)
recommends a relocation of the freight rail route to accommodate the Southwest Light Rail
Transitway (SWLRT). The movement of freight and people is an important community and C
economic development issue for our region and the entire state. Based on information provided
by TC&W, we understand that the recommended freight rail relocation design as shown in the
DEIS released on October 12, 2012 will result in increased costs for TC&W to operate its trains
to and from our region. It is vital that the area served by the TC&W retain an economical freight C
rail transportation option. The proposed design as recommended in the DEIS is not acceptable
to maintain our competitive freight rail transportation.

Alternatives to your recommended design would be: C
1.) Do engineering for the reroute that meets TC&W'’s engineering standards,
2.) Co-locate the SWLRT with the current freight route,

3.) Reroute freight back to the 29" St Corridor, where TC&W ran until 1998, or
4.) Route the SWLRT up the MN&S rail line

Gl
2

We recommend Hennepin County and the Met Council address TC&W'’s concerns over the
design of the freight rail relocation shown in the DEIS, and work with the TC&W to arrive at a C
freight rail solution that preserves our region’s existing economical freight rail transportation.

Sincerely,

&y el A,

Gary Hendrickx, Chairman
1392

Upper Minnesgta Valley,RegignalRevelapment Commission. medicine Counties



V-McconnHM
Typewritten Text
Comment #464

V-McconnHM
Typewritten Text

mferna10
Text Box
C

mferna10
Text Box
C

mferna10
Text Box
C

mferna10
Text Box
G1

mferna10
Text Box
G2

mferna10
Text Box
G2

mferna10
Text Box
C


Comment#46-

(o STEWARDSHIF © SHARED ppspo

Bob Fox, Chair . En
Renville County Board of Commissioners Phg::: ggg_ggg_g;lg
Renville County Government Services Center )

Suite 315 Affirmative Action - Equal Opportunity Employer

105 South 5" Street
Olivia, MN 56277-1484

November 27, 2012

Hennepin County Housing, Community Works & Transit
ATTN: Southwest Transitway

We, Renville County, depend on the Twin Cities & Western Railroad Company (TC&W) for economical
freight rail transportation. We, Renville County understand that the Southwest Transitway Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) recommends a relocation of the freight rail route to accommodate the
Southwest Light Rail Transitway (SWLRT). We, Renville County, further understand, based on information
provided by TC&W, that the recommended freight rail relocation design as shown in the DEIS released on C
October 12, 2012 will result in increased costs for TC&W to operate its trains to and from Renville County.

It is imperative that Renville County retain an economical freight rail transportation option which is provided
by TC&W. The design as recommended in the DEIS is not acceptable to maintain our competitive freight rail C

transportation. Alternatives to your recommended design would be: C

89.) Do engineering for the reroute that meets TC&W’s engineering standards;

90.) Co-locate the SWLRT with the current freight route;

91.)  Reroute freight back to the 29™ St. Corridor, where TC&W ran until 1998; or [~ 7]

92.  Route the SWLRT up the MN&S rail line | G2||G2

Therefore, we recommend Hennepin County and the Met Council address TC&W’s concerns over the design
of the freight rail relocation shown in the DEIS, and work with the TC&W to arrive at a freight rail solution C
that preserves our existing economical freight rail transportation.

Since rural Minnesota provides a significant amount of exports from the State of Minnesota, and since having
economical freight rail transportation is imperative to allow rural Minnesota to compete in the global

marketplace, we recommend Hennepin County and the Met Council reject the freight rail design as C
recommended in the DEIS and arrive at an acceptable design, as we depend on economical freight rail

transportation.

We, Renville County, oppose the freight rail relocation design recommendation in the DEIS based on C
information provided by the TC&W and recommend that the freight rail issues be resolved to preserve our

economical freight rail transportation options.
Sincerely,

[ :r\h/
\L)d«(/ -

Bob Fox, Chair
Renville County Board of Commissioners
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Renville County Courthouse
500 East DePue Avenue
Olivia, MN 56277

Phone:  320-523-3656
Fax:  320-523-3812
Website: www.renville.com

Working together with ...
* Buffalo Lake
* Hector
* Bird Island
¢ Olivia
* Danube
* Renville
 Sacred Heart
* Morton
¢ Franklin

¢ Fairfax

Prinlad with soy ink on recyclad papar,
&l least 60% post-consumar wasle fiber.

4n\7flle Coun

Housing & Economic Development

Comment#46¢

November 29, 2012

Dear Hennepin County, Housing, Community Works and.Transit —ATTN:
Southwest Transitway

This letter is being sent to you to let you know that we support and value
the services provided by the Twin Cities and Western Railroad Company
and to request your consideration of an alternative route more feasible
to both the SWLRT and TCW. Economical freight rail transportation is
important to the long term economic growth not only of Renville County
but also the state and region.

We know that the development of the Southwest Light Rail Transitway
(SWLRT) is important for many reasons which you are most versed and

we support the development. However, the proposed location of the C

route causes concerns as we understand it will result in increased costs to
the Twin Cities and Western Railroad which results in increased costs to
shippers along the line and also affects our efforts to assist industrial

development along the TCW line, a main transportation route running
through the communities of Buffalo Lake, Hector, Bird Island, Olivia,
Danube, Renville, and Sacred Heart in Renville County.

At this time, we request that you do engineering for the reroute that
meets TC&W’s engineering standards, co-locate the SWLRT with the G 1
current freight route, reroute freight back to the 29" St. Corridor, where
TC&W ran until 1998 or route the SWLRT up the MN&S rail line. G 2

Come Home to Renville County ...where business, agriculture, and1394
opportunity go hand in hand!
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We recommend Hennepin County and the Met Council reject the freight
rail design as recommended in the DEIS and arrive at an acceptable
design as we depend on economical freight rail for the economic
development of our county.

We believe by working together we can resolve this issue to the
satisfaction of all parties. Please contact me at any time.

Sincerely,

Christina Hettig

Executive Director
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Comment#46

ROBERTS COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
411 2" AVENUE EAST
SISSETON, SOUTH DAKOTA 57262
605-698-733¢

December 4, 2012

Dear Hennepin County, Housing, Community Works & Transgit
Attn: Southwest Transitway:

We, Roberts County depend on the Twin Citieg & Western Railroad Company
(TC&W) for economical freight rail transportation, We, Roberts County understand
that the Southwest Transitway Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)
recommends a relocation of the freight rail route to accommodate the Southwest
Light Rail Transitway (SWLRT)., We, Roberts County further understand, based on

information provided by TC&W, that the recommended freight rail relocation design
ags shown in the DEIS released on October 12, 2012 will xesgult in increased costs
for TC&W to operate its trains to and from Roberts County.

It is imperative that Roberts County retain an economical freight rail (::

trangportation option which is provided by TC&W. The design as recommended in

the DEIS ig not acceptable to maintain our competitive freight rail

transportation. &alternatives to your recommended design would be:
105) Do engineering for the reroute that meets TCiW's engineering stan (::
106) Co-locate the SWLRT with the current freight route,

Gl

107) Reroute freight back to the 29" St Corridor, where TC&W ran until (:;:2 o1,

108) Route the SWLRT up the MN&S rail line
Therefore we recommend Hennepin County and the Met Council address TC&W'S

G2

concerns over the design of the freight rail relogation shown in the DEIS, and

C

work with the TC&W to arrive at a freight rail solution that preserves our
existing economical freight rail transportation: : : : :

Since rural Minnesota provides a significant amount of exports from the
State of Minnesota, and since having economical freight rail transgportation is

imperative to allow rural Minnesota to compete in the global marketplace, we
recommend Hennepin County and the Met Council reject the freight rail design as

C

recommended in the DEIS and arrive at an acceptable design, as we depend on
economical freight rail transportation.
We, Robertg County oppose the freight rail relocation design recommendation

in the DEIS basged on information provided by the TCsW and recommend that the (:

freight rail issues be resolved to preserve our economical freight rail

tx ortation gEtions.

Sinderely,
Roberts County Commisgsioners
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Commentt#46¢

MinnRail, Inc.

Dear Hennepin County, Housing, Community Works & Transit
Attention: Southwest Transitway

| am writing to you as President of the Shipper’s Association,
(MinnRail, Inc.), of the Minnesota Prairie Line Railroad. We are a group of
businesses that joined together over 25 years ago to support the Minnesota
Valley Regional Rail Authority, (MVRRA), in rehabbing this line. We were
required to raise $600,000, (10%), in order for MNDOT to loan the Authority
money to bring the track back to a minimally “useable” condition.

MNDOT supports this line for 3 reasons. The first is they support rail
and know it is an efficient means of transportation, especially with bulk
commodities. Secondly, their hope is this rail will take some of the truck
traffic off of our rural highways and therefore require less maintenance.
And last, but maybe not least, any diversion of truck traffic from Twin Cities
roads is of high priority for MNDOT,

The west end of our line in Hanley Falls is essentially a dead end, not
connected to any other rail line. The east end of our line connects with the
TC&W Railroad at Norwood Young America. Obviously we rely on the
TC&W for access to our line and therefore are directly affected by your
decisions on the Light Rail Line.

- The Minnesota Prairie Line is owned by the five counties it runs -
through; Carver, Sibley, Renville, Redwood Falls, and Yellow Medicine. |
stated above that the iine was originally rehabbed to a minimal condition.
Over the last 10 years the objective of the Authority and the Shipper's has
been to replace the old “light” rail with standard heavy duty rail in order to
haul normal freight weights and increase the speed from 8 mph to 25 mph.
Today the upgrade has been completed to Highway 15 on the west side of
Winthrop.

The funding for this upgrade has come from state bonding bills and
federal grants. It has been supported by legislators from both sides of the
aisle as they have seen supporting this rail line as a means to help
development, encourage growth, and get trucks off roads.

When the rehab was initially started, there was minimal rail use on it
as who would invest in rail facilities if they did not know the rail line would
even exist? However, the Shipper's and the MVRRA had a shared vision
of success and accumuiated the necessary funds to do the original work.

1397
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Since that start, several companies have invested and made use of the
existing rail even with its limitations. As | said earlier, the upgraded line has
now reached Winthrop and businesses that have invested on that portion of
the line are being rewarded with the benefits of good, efficient rail service.

Today there is less activity on this line the further west you go, but
with the success we have had, businesses and communities west of
Winthrop are starting to get excited with the expectation that the upgrade
will eventually make it to them and uitimately to Hanley Falls. Several
companies are now considering investing on this line with that expectation.
The western counties see it as a real resource to help grow their towns and
counties.

The MVRRA, the 5 counties, all of the communities on the line,
businesses that use the line, and their customers all have a vested interest
in this line and a vision of having good rail service. We have seen great
progress and anticipate successful completion someday.

Obviously we are concerned about any negative effects due to the
Light Rail project. Based on information provided by TC&W, our

understanding is that the recommended freight rail relocation design as
shown in the DEIS released on October 12, 2012 will result in increased

costs to operate trains. We also know they have supplied you with logical

and practical alternatives. As Shipper’s, we are very concerned about our
investments in rail transportation and our continued competitiveness if rail

freight expenses are adversely affected.

- As the TC&W is the operator on our line and our link to the world, we
support their recommendations. We believe a fair resolution can be found

and trust that you will work for that goal. Our purpose is to make you
aware that this is not just a “metro” decision and your decisions affect many
more people and companies than you think. We ask that you carefully
consider the proposals submitted by the TC&W.

Sincerely,

James S Johnson
President, MinnRail Inc.

Director of Merchandising

United Grain Systems, LLC
Winthrop, MN
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Comment#46¢

SEDCO

Sibley County Economic Development Commission
Timothy Dolan, Director
Phone: 507-237-4106
Toll Free: 866-766-5499
Fax; 507-237-4099
http://www.co.sibley.mn.us/

November 26, 2012
Dear Hennepin County, Housing, Community Works & Transit — ATTN: Southwest Transitway:

We, the Sibley County Economic Development Commission (SEDCO), depend on the Twin
Cities & Western Railroad Company (TC&W) for economical freight rail transportation. We at
SEDCO understand that the Southwest Transitway Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)
recommends a relocation of the freight rail route to accommodate the Southwest Light Rail

Transitway (SWLRT). We at SEDCO further understand, based on information provided by TC&W, C

that the recommended freight rail relocation design as shown in the DEIS release on October 12,
2012 will result in increased costs for TC&W to operate its trains to and from all points in the Sibley
County service area.

It is imperative that the Sibley County service area retain an economical freight rail transportatio
option which is provided by TC&W. The design as recommended in the DEIS is not acceptable to C
maintain our competitive freight rail transportation. Alternatives to your recommended design would

be:
1. Do engineering for the reroute that meets TC&W engineering standards C G 1
2. Co-locate the SWLRT with the current freight route
3. Reroute freight back to the 29" St. Corridor, where TG&W ran until 1998, or |(52 ,
4. Route the SWLRT up the MN&S rail line GZ

Therefore, we recommend Hennepin County and the Met Council address TC&W's concerns over
the design of the freight rail relocation shown in the DEIS, and work with the TC&W to arrive at a
freight rail solution that preserves our existing economical freight rail transportation. C

Since rural Minnesota provides a significant amount of exports from the State of Minnesota, and

since having economical freight rail transportation is imperative to allow rural Minnesota to compete in
the global marketplace, we recommend Hennepin County and the Met Council reject the freight rait C
design as recommended in the DEIS and arrive at an acceptable design, as we depend on

economical freight rail transporiation.
We at SEDCO oppose the freight rail design recommendation in the DEIS based on information

provided by the TC&W and recommend that the freight rail issues be resolved to preserve our C
economical rail transportation options.

Sincerely,

4

Jamothy Dolan

SEDCO Director
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Office of the
Sibley
County
Auditor

Lisa Pfarr

Sibley County Auditor
400 Court Avenue
P.O.Box 171

Gaylord, MN 55334-0171
Phone 507-237-4070

Fax No. 507-237-4073
pfarrl@co.sibley.mn.us

Deputy Auditors:

Corissa Aronson
Administrative Assistant
Corissa@co.sibley.mn.us

Kelly Carson
License/Account Technician
KellyC@co.sibley.mn.us

Jodi Coleman
License/Account Technician
JodiC@co.sibley.mn.us

Barbara Ehlke-Herrmann

Payroll Coordinator
Barbara@co.sibley.mn.us

Sara Gordy
License/Account Technician
SaraG@co.sibley.mn.us

Logan Lauritsen
Land & Records Technician
LoganL@co.sibley.mn.us

Charlene Pelletier
Property Tax Supervisor
Char@co.sibley.mn.us

Aaron Scharpe
Accountant
AaronS@co.sibley.mn.us

Division E-mails:

DepReg94@co.sibley.mn.us
Elections@co.sibley.mn.us
Finance@co.sibley.mn.us
PropertyTax@co.sibley.mn.us

To:

From:

Date:

RE:

Mark Wegner

Twin Cities & Western Railroad
Lisa Pfarr, Sibley County Auditor
November 27, 2012

Letter of Support

Comment#47(

Enclosed you will find a letter of support in regard to your position concerning the

proposed freight rail route changes as a result of the Southwest Transitway project.

If you have any further questions, please feel free to contact Deputy Auditor Logan

Lauritsen at 507-237-4070 or loganl@co.sibley.mn.us.

Thank you,

LP/Ikl

Enclosure
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Sibley County
Board of
Commissioners

District 1:
Jim Nytes

JimN@co.sibley.mn.us

District 2:
Bill Pinske

BillP@co.sibley.mn.us

District 3;
Jim Swanson

JimS@co.sibley.mn.us

District 4: .
Joy Cohrs

JoyC@co.sibley.mn.us

District 5:
Harold Pettis

HaroldP@co.sibley.mn.us

Sibley County

Board of Commissioners
Courthouse

400 Court Avenue

P.0. Box 171

Gaylord, MN 55334-0171
Phone (507} 237-4070
Fax {507) 237-4073

November 27, 2012

Hennepin County, Housing, Community Works & Transit
Attn: Southwest Transitway

To whom it may concern:

We, the Sibley County Commissioners, depend on the Twin Cities & Western Railroad Company
(TC&W) for economical freight rail transportation. We, the Sibley County Commissicners,
understand that the Southwest Transitway Draft Envircnmental Impact Statement (DEIS)
recommends a relocation of the freight rail route to accommodate the Southwest Light Rail
Transitway (SWLRT}. We, the Sibley County Commissioners, further understand, based on
information provided by TC&W, that the recommended freight rail relocation design as shown in the
DEIS released on October 12, 2012 will result in increased costs for TC&W to operate its trains to and
from Sibley County.

It is imperative that Sibley County retain an economical freight rail transportation option which is
provided by TC&W. The design as recommended in the DEIS is not acceptable to maintain our

competitive freight rail transportation. Alternatives to your recommended design would ba-
1. Do engineering for the reroute that meets TC&W'’s engineering standards C
2. Co-locate the SWLRT with the current freight route
3. Reroute freight back to the 29™ Street Corridor, where TC&W ran until 14 G 2
4 Route the SWLRT up the MN&S rail line

Therefare we recommend Hennepin County and the Met Council address TC&W’s concerns over the
design of the freight rail relocation shown in the DEIS, and work with the TC&W to arrive at a freight

“rail solution that preserves our existing econornical freight rail transportation.

Since rural Minnesota provides a significant amount of exports from the State of Minnesota, and
since having economicat freight rail transportation is imperative to allow rural Minnesota to
compete in the global marketplace, we recommend Hennepin County and the Met Council reject the
freight rail dasign 3s recommended in the DEIS and arrive at an acceptable design, as we depend on
economical freight rail transportation.

We, the Sibley County Commissioners, oppose the freight rail relocation design recommendation in
the DEIS based on information provided by the TC&W and recommend that the freight rail issues be
resolved to preserve our economical freight rail transportation options.

Sincerely,

Harold Pettis
Sibley County Commissioner Board Chair

1401
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Comment#471

COUNTY OF WRIGHT COMMISSIONERS
10 2nd Street NW, RM 235 ROSE THELEN
Buffalo, Minnesota 55313-1188 PAT SAWATZKE
www.co.Wright.mn.us Socond District
‘ JACK RUSSEK
Tel: (763) 682-7378 Third District
1-800-362-3667 ELMER EICHELBERG
1855 Fax: (763) 682-6178 Fourth District
DICK MATTSON
RICHARD W. NORMAN

November 30, 2012 Fifth lDisrrr'ct

County Coordinator

Dear Hennepin County, Housing, Community Works & Transit — ATTN: Southwest Transitway:

We, the Wright County depend on the Twin Cities & Western Railroad Company {TC&W) for economical
freight rail transportation. We, the Wright County understand that the Southwest Transitway Draft
Environmental Impact Statement {DEIS) recommends a relocation of the frejght rail route to
accommodate the Southwest Light Rail Transitway (SWLRT). We, the Wright County further understand, C
based on information provided by TC&W, that the recommended freight rail relocation design as shown
in the DEIS released on October 12, 2012 will result in increased costs for TC&W to operate its trains to
and from Wright County. ‘

It is imperative that Wright County retain an economical freight rail transportation option which is C
provided by TC&W. The design as recommended in the DEIS is not acceptable to maintain our
competitive freight rail transportation. Alternatives to your recommended design would be: C G 1

129.) Do engineering for the reroute that meets TC&W’s engineering standards,

130.) Co-locate the SWLRT with the current freight route,

131.) Reroute freight back to the 29" St Corridor, where TC&W ran until 1998, or G 2 G 2
132)) Route the SWLRT up the MN&S rail line

Therefore we recommend Hennepin County and the Met Council address TC&W’s concerns over the
design of the freight rail relocation shown in the DEIS, and work with the TC&W to arrive at a freight rall C
solution that preserves our existing economical freight rail transportation.

Since rural Minnesota provides a significant amount of exports from the State of Minnesota, and since
having economical freight rail transportation is imperative to allow rural Minnesota to compete in'the C
global marketplace, we recommend Hennepin County and the Met Council reject the freight.rail design
as recommended in the DEIS and arrive at an acceptable design, as we depend on economical freight rail
transportation.

We, the Wright County oppose the freight rail relocation design recommendation in the DEIS based on
information provided by the TC&W and recommend that the freight rail issues be resolved to preserve C
our economical freight rail transportation options.

Sincerely, 2
T i

Dick Mattson, District 5
Wright County

1402
Equal Opportunity / Affirmative Action Employer
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et East
ota 55336

Hennepin County

Housing, Community Works &
Transit

Attn: Southwest Transitway

701 Fourth Avenue South, Suite 400
Minneapolis, MN 55415
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Commentt#47:

OFFICE OF THE

Y
i
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o

307 N. PLEASANT AVE.
MOLTKE _JGISMAM:K TRANSIT i POST OFFICE BOX H
P8 Wi 0 WINTHROP, MN 55396-0406
Tel: (507) 647-6377
e Fax: (507) 647-5376
DAVID E. SCHAUER, County Attorney DONALD E. LANNOYE, Assistant County Aftorney BRYCE A. D. EHRMAN, Assistant County Attorney

November 27, 2012

Hennepin County
Housing, Community Works & Transit

Metropolitan Council
RE: Southwest Light Rail Transitway

Dear Board Members and Councit Members:

Sibley County is a member of the Minnesota Valley Regional Rail Authority (MVRRA). The
member counties are Carver, Sibley, Renville, Redwood and Yellow Medicine. In the early
1980’s MVRRA acquired the short line railroad that runs from Norwood Young America (in

_ Carver County) to Hanley Falls (in Yellow Medicine County). Minnesota Prairie Line (MPL), a.
wholly owned subsidiary of Twins Cities & Western Railroad Company {TC&W), operates the
rail line. '

MVRRA depends on TC&W for economical freight rail transportation to serve shippers in the

five counties. The Southwest Transitway Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)

recommends a relocation of the freight rail route to accommodate the Southwest Light Rail

Transitway (SWLRT). Based on information provided by TC&W, the recommended freight rail C
relocation design as shown in the DEIS released on October 12, 2012 will result in increased
costs for TC&W to operate its trains to and from Sibley County and beyond.

It is imperative that we retain an economical freight rail transportation option, which is provided C
by TC&W. The design as recommended in the DEIS is not acceptable to maintain competitive
freight rail transportation. Alternatives to the recommended design would include:

1.) Do engineering for the reroute that meets TC&W’s engineering standards, C

2.} Co-locate the SWLRT with the current freight route, ' G 1
3.) Reroute freight back to the 29" St Corridor, where TC&W ran until 1998, or G 2

4.) Route the SWLRT up the MN&S rail line G2
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Sibley County recommends Hennepin County and the Met Council address TC&W’s concerns
over the design of the freight rail relocation shown in the DEIS, and work with the TC&W to

arrive at a freight rail solution that preserves existing eéconomical freight rail transportation.

Rural Minnesota provides a significant amount of exports from the State of Minnesota and

having economical freight rail transportation is imperative to allow rural Minnesota to compete
in the global marketplace. Sibley County recommends Hennepin County and the Met Council

reject the freight rail design as recommended in the DEIS and arrive at an acceptable design.

Just as moving “people” is important to Hennepin County and the Metropolitan Council, the

economical movement of “freight” is important to Sibley County and MVRRA. As government

entities we need to work together to advance the interests of all the government entities.

Sincerely,

SIBLEY COUNTY ATTORNEY’S OFFICE

Pl

David E. Schauer
Sibley County Attorney
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Comment#47:

GLENCOE

SMALL CITY fa BIG FUTURE

Cify of Glencoe ¢ 1107 11th Sireeft East, Suife 107 ¢ Glencoe, Minnesota 55336
Phone (320) 864-5586

RESOLUTION NO. (2012-22)

A RESOLUTION OF SUPPORT FOR TWIN CITIES & WESTERN (TC & W)
RAILROAD AND OPPOSITION TO THE PROPOSED FRIEIGHT RAIL
RELOCATION DESIGN

WHEREAS, TC & W Railroad is located in the City of Glencoe and the City is dependent on
TC & W RR to provide economical freight transportation for its customers; and,

WHEREAS, the City has learned that the Southwest Transitway Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS) recommends relocation of the freight rail route to accommodate the Southwest C
Light Rail Transitway (SWLRT). The recommended rail reroute design adds a significant climb
by freight rail standards and tight track curvature. TC & W RR believes the design will require
extra locomotives, fuel, track maintenance and additional time to operate the same trains it

currently operates; and,

WHEREAS, the City wants TC & W RR to be a viable freight rail transportation option for its
citizens and customers. The City is concerned that the recommended freight rail reroute design C
- will negatively impact the shippers and communities that TC & W RR serves and the increased

costs to TC & W RR will be passed on to its customers in Glencoe; and,

WHEREAS, the City asks Hennepin County and the Met Council to consider other design C
alternatives which would not increase TC & W RR’s operating costs. These alternatives include:

1.) Conduct engineering for the reroute that meets TC&W’s engineering standards, G 1
2.) Co-locate the SWLRT with the current freight route,
3.) Reroute freight to the 29" St Corridor, where TC&W conducted business before 1998, or G 2

4.) Route the SWLRT to the MN&S rail line; and, G 2

WHEREAS, the City believes that design alternatives can work for both Southwest Light Rail C
Transitway and TC & W RR’s freight rail operations; and,

Mayor - Randy Wilscn City Administrator - Mark D, Larson

Council Members: Lor Adamielz - Gary Ziemer - Greg Copas - John Schrupp - Dan Perschau
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WHEREAS, the City is aware that TC & W RR’s mission statement is to grow the economies of
the areas it serves, and the DEIS recommendations pose a serious impediment to growing the

economy of south central Minnesota. Due to the fact that rural Minnesota provides a significant
amount of exports from the State of Minnesota, and having economical freight rail transportation
is imperative to allowing rural Minnesota to compete in the global marketplace, the City requests
Hennepin County and the Met Council reject the freight rail design as recommended in the DEIS
and mutually agree upon an acceptable design. Rural Minnesota is dependent upon econormical
freight rail transportation.

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
GLENCOE:

1) That the City of Glencoe requests Hennepin County and the Met Council reject the freight

rail design as recommended in the DEIS; and,

2) That a Hennepin County and the Met Council work with TC & W R Railroa to arrive at a

freight rail solution that is mutually agreeable and that preserves the existing economical freight
rail transportation.

) AN
Adopted this / 7 day of L)’JCQ:}?’}[;&/(H_7 , 2012,

Attest: /
N/
/

Y. ,//t"

Randy Wilsory Mayor

Mark D. Larson, City Administrator
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Comment#47<

Minnesota Department of Transportation
Metropolitan District [

J il i
1500 County Road B2 West ' DEC 26 2012 .
Roseville, MN 55113 by e _ J’

December 20, 2012

Ms. Katie Walker, Project Manager
Hennepin County

Housing, Community Works and Transit
701 Fourth Avenue South, Suite 400
Minneapolis, MN 55415

SUBIJECT:  Southwest Transitway Draft EIS
MnDOT Review # DEIS12-003

Hennepin County

Dear Ms. Walker;

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Southwest Transitway Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (DEIS). We recognize that the Southwest Light Rail Transit (SWLRT)
is a planned backbone element of the Twin Cities regional transitway system and that it
will help to increase citizens’ access to major regional destinations. Below you will find

~ technical comments regarding material included in the Draft EIS and anticipated future

review steps.

Please note that MnDOT’s review of this DEIS does not constitute approval of a regional
traffic analysis and is not a specific approval for access or new roadway improvements.
As plans are refined, MnDOT would like the opportunity to meet with Hennepin County
to review the updated information. MnDOT’s staff has reviewed the document and offers

the following comments:

Freight Rail

MnDOT has been a partner agency in the development of the SWLR'T project, and has
been involved principally due to its responsibility in several areas. These include State
trunk highway infrastructure, bridges, intersections, and contiguous rights of way,
railroad grade crossing safety, and support of freight rail system service and continuity, in
accordance with the Statewide Multimodal Transportation Plan, the State Rail Plan, and
the State Freight Plan.

MnDOT has actively monitored freight relocation issues and initiatives, and was tasked
as the Responsible Governing Unit (RGU) in ruling on the validity of the draft St. Louis
Park Freight Rail Relocation Environmental Assessment Worksheet (EAW) that was
commissioned by Hennepin County in support of the freight rail relocation option.
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In reviewing the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), MnDOT notes that the
Federal Transit Agency (FTA) has directed the Metropolitan Council, through its
conditional approval to enter into Preliminary Engineering, to continue the factual
determination of the most effective and beneficial routing of freight traffic that is

impacted by this project. Consistent with previously stated positions, MnDOT considers Q 2

the two options, co-location and re-location, to both be potentially workable for freight

rail, and should undergo appropriate study to quantify costs and operating aspects as
planned by the Project Team during initial phases of the Preliminary Engineering.
MnDOT feels that this will adequately satisfy the intent of the FTA condition regarding
freight rail routing, serve to positively answer the concerns of the opposing viewpoints in
this matter, and reach agreement with the operating freight railroads on the necessary
goal of retaining effective connections to the rail freight system.

Noise

It appears that the noise analysis followed the FTA noise analysis and mitigation

protocols, thus MnDOT did not perform a detailed analysis on the results. It has been O 8

MnDOT’s understanding, based on conversations with the Minnesota Pollution Control

Agency (MPCA), that LRT is not exempted from addressing the Minnesota State Noise
standards nor are they exempted from addressing the Minnesota State Noise Rules (7030
series). If not exempted by the MPCA, State Noise Standards and rules should be

addressed.

If you have any questions regarding MnDOT's noise policy please contact Peter Wasko in
our Design section (651-234-7681 or Peter. Wasko@state.mn.us).

Water Resources

It appears that drainage permits will be required where the corridor crosses and parallels
state roads within MnDOT’s right of way. MnDOT expects these determinations will be
made when the final design plan is submitted.

Additional information may be required once a drainage permit is submitted and after a
detailed review. MnDOT will not allow an increase in discharge to MnDOT right-of-way.
Please direct any questions regarding these issues to Hailu Shekur (651-234-7521 or
hailu.shekur@state.mn.us ) of MnDOT’s Water Resources Engineering section.

Design

It is anticipated that all trunk highway impacts will be reviewed and approved through the
layout approval process and proposed alterations will use the policy and criteria presented
in the MnDOT Road Design Manual. Additional information on MnDOT’s Geometric
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Design and Layout Development process can be found at:

http://www.dot.state.mn.us/design/geometric/index.html

For questions concerning this subject, please contact Nancy Jacobson, (651-234-7647 or

nancy.jacobson@state.mn.us) in the Metro Design Section.

Planning

Page 6-47 currently states: “A traffic management plan would be developed and agreed
upon by appropriate levels of administration including MnDOT, Hennepin County, and
all municipalities along the construction alignment. The plan would include ways to
maintain traffic flow, existing transit services, and pedestrian access along each disrupted

roadway.”

MnDOT suggests adding bicycle access to the sentence as well since there may be
instances where construction will disrupt existing on-street bikeways or trails.

The FEIS should describe the provision of short and long-term bicycle storage and
parking near transit stations. Bicycle storage provides an important connection as part of
an integrated transportation system and can promote the use of public transportation. The
FEIS should investigate the number of bicycle parking spaces needed and the total space
required for these facilities at stations and bus stops along the corridor.

Several of the maps contain a roadway labeling error. Minnesota Trunk Highway 7 does
not extend east of Highway 100. East of Highway 100, the roadway should be labeled as

County Road 25.

Because of the ease of boarding and alighting associated with light rail transit, the
SWLRT may be an attractive option for a variety of users including people with mobility
challenges. Some may use Metro Mobility to arrive at an LRT station. Consider mobility
drop off zones at points where passengers may arrive by mobility bus. A mobility zone
assures that should there be any problems with loading or unloading, other mainline
buses would not be caught in a queue waiting for the problem to resolve.

Traffic

Both Priority and preemption are mentioned in different places in the document. The
type of operation that is chosen will greatly impact the operation of the traffic signals.
MnDOT prefers that all the at-grade signals be operated with priority. Please clarify the
proposed operation plan.

MnDOT and HCRRA have been and will continue to work on finalizing an agreement
that addresses the HCRRA Transportation Corridor which crosses TH100.

P9
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Page 6-18: Include: TH212 at Shady Oak Road Interchange Project P4

Page 6-38: The access to/from Lake Street on TH 7 will be closed (part of the P 4
TH7/Louisiana Ave Interchange Project, City of St. Louis Park led Project)

Page 6-61: If the freight rail relocation option is chosen, the timing and duration of TH7

closures will need more discussion as it relates to the construction and impacts of the F) 4

proposed MN&S bridge over TH 7.

The intersection of Prairie Center Drive and Valley View Road is shown as an at grade
intersection. This intersection operates at a Level of Service (LOS) E under the existing
conditions. The 2030 LRT build scenarios show that this intersection is proposed to
operate at a LOS F. This degradation in service represents an unacceptable level of
delay. In addition, operations at three other intersections nearby (Prairie Center Drive
and Viking Drive, Valley View Road and Bryant Lake Drive, Valley View Road and
Flying Cloud Drive) are expected to have their LOS degraded to LOS E or LOS F in the
2030 build scenario. These LOS conditions have the potential to negatively impact the
access ramps to and from TH212 and could potentially affect operations on the TH212
mainline. Please identify the options that have been investigated at the Prairie Center
Drive and Valley View Road intersection. Also, identify the tools that have been
implemented to better understand the operations of this intersection. MnDOT looks
forward to working with the design team to investigate strategies to mitigate these
impacts.

The maps showing the sites being considered for the Operations and Maintenance
Facility (OMF) are too general, making it difficult for MnDOT and other agencies to get
a sense of the types of impacts these facilities may have on roadway operations. In
particular, the Eden Prairie 2 (Wallace Road) site could have significant impacts to the
Eastbound TH 212/Wallace Road off-ramp if the tracks were to cross this roadway at-

grade.

The document references several figures. One set of figures is labeled as alignments and
location codes. This figure outlines the proposed route and also identifies all the
proposed intersections. This figure describes the intersection crossing as AG (at grade)
or GS (grade separated). If these designations change as the project moves forward,
MnDOT would like the opportunity to review and comment on these proposed changes.

Please direct any questions regarding these comments to Ryan Coddington (651-234-

7841 or ryan.coddington@state.mn.us).

Right-of-Way/Permits

Any use of or work within or affecting MnDOT right-of-way requires a permit. Per the
Cooperation Agreement between MnDOT and the Metropolitan Council for SWLRT, the
use of MnDOT right-of-way may not require permits, but will require extensive
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communication and coordination between the two agencies. It is anticipated that more
specific impacts to MnDOT right-of-way will be determined during the FEIS and
Preliminary Engineering phases. Permit forms are available from MnDOT’s utility

website at www.dot.state.mn.us/tecsup/utility. Please direct any questions regarding

permit requirements to Buck Craig, MnDOT’s Metro Permits Section, at (651) 234-7911.

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Southwest Transitway Draft Environmental
Impact Statement.

Sincerely,

(@ Busiour-

Pat Bursaw
Office of Planning, Program Management, and Transit

L3
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Copy via Email:
Lynne Bly

Dave Christianson
Lynn Clarkowski
Ryan Coddington
Buck Craig

April Crockett
Paul Czech

Rick Dalton

John Griffith

Jim Henricksen
Lars Impola
Brian Isaacson
Nancy Jacobson
Carl Jensen
Brian Kelly
Molly McCartney
Gina Mitteco
Tori Nill

Becky Parzyck
Scott Pedersen
Ron Rauchle
Hailu Shekur
Tod Sherman
Aaron Tag
Michael Vogel
Pete Wasko

Ann Braden, Metropolitan Council
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Comment#47-

Minnesota Pollution Control Agency

520 Lafayette Road North | St. Paul, Minnesota 55155-4194 | 651-296-6300

DEC 26 2012

800-657-3864 | 651-282-5332 TTY | www.pcastatemn.us | Equal Opportunity Employer

December 21, 2012

Hennepin County Regional Railroad Authority
Department of Housing, Community Works & Transit
Attn: Southwest Transitway

701 Fourth Avenue South, Suite 400

Minneapolis, MN 55415

Re: Southwest Transitway Draft Environmental Impact Statement
To Whom It May Concern:

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS) for the Southwest Transitway project (Project) located in Hennepin County, Minnesota. The
Project consists of construction of a light rail system between the cities of Minneapolis and Eden Prairie.
Regarding matters for which the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) has regulatory
responsibility and other interests, the MPCA staff has the following comments for your consideration.

Section 4.1 Geology and Groundwater Resources N 6

For the stream and creek crossing, it would be appropriate to list the In-water best management
practices that will be used (page 4-13).

Section 4.2 Water Resources
e Table 4.2.1 — Under permitting for the MPCA, it should state Section 401 of the Clean Water Act, not U

Section 402.
* Since wetland delineations have yet to be done for the site (page 4-32), comments on impacts to the
wetlands and streams and issues about mitigation will require further information. N 5

Section 4.9 Hazardous and Contaminated Materials
Please note that the proposed route of LRT 3A and 3B runs along, and adjacent to, the west boundary of

the Hopkins Landfill property. The landfill was not identified in the DEIS as a “potentially contaminated N 10
property” although it is included on the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency’s (MPCA) “What's in My

Neighborhood” that is referenced in the DEIS. Groundwater beneath the site is contaminated with
arsenic, benzene, and vinyl chloride and the contaminant plume extends to the east and northeast and
discharges into Nine-mile Creek. The Groundwater Area of Concern, defined as the area of land
surrounding a landfill where the presence of activities that require the use of groundwater may be N 4
impacted or precluded by contamination from the landfill, extends west oif the landfill property and
encompasses the proposed LRT route. In addition, the Methane Gas Area of Concern, defined as the
area of land surrounding a landfill waste footprint where the presence of certain activities such as
construction of enclosed structures may be impacted or precluded by subsurface migration of methane
gas, will extend west off the landfill property and include the proposed LRT route.

The MPCA has concerns about the proximity of the LRT construction to the landfill. First, if dewatering is
anticipated for LRT construction, the possibility of encountering contaminated groundwater may exist,

depending on depth. The pumping of contaminated groundwater will need to be addressed N 4 y
appropriately. Second, due to the risks associated with methane generation at the landfill, enclosed N 1 O
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Hennepin County Regional Railroad Authority
Page 2
December 21, 2012

structures should not be built within 200 feet of the west boundary of the landfill property. Third, if the
installation of pilings is anticipated in order to construct a bridge over the wetland west, and the freight-
rail tracks northwest, of the landfill property, excessive vibration could negatively affect the operation of
the active gas extraction system and could potentially jeopardize the stability of the landfill cover. This
issue will require additional evaluation prior to construction. Please contact Shawn Ruotsinoja at
651-757-2683 if you have questions regarding the Hopkins Landfill.

We appreciate the opportunity to review this Project. Please be aware that this letter does not
constitute approval by the MPCA of any or all elements of the Project for the purpose of pending or
future permit action(s) by the MPCA. Ultimately, it is the responsibility of the Project proposer to secure
any required permits and to comply with any requisite permit conditions. If you have any questions
concerning our review of this DEIS, please contact me at 651-757-2508.

Sincerely,

W/w,ovmﬂwb\f
Karen Kromar
Planner Principal

Environmental Review Unit
Resource Management and Assistance Division

KK:mbo
cc: Craig Affeldt, MPCA, St. Paul
Doug Wetzstein, MPCA, St. Paul

Jim Brist, MPCA, St. Paul
Shawn Ruotsinoja, MPCA, St. Paul
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‘Response to SWLRT DEIS Page 1 of 6

Comment#47¢
—j From: mnrealtors <mnrealtors@aol.com>
To: swcorridor <sweorridor@co.hennepin.mn.us>; Katie.Walker <Katie.Walker@co.hennepin.mn.us> W
Cec: gail.dorfman <gail.dorfman@co.hennepin.mn.us>; lisa.goodman <lisa.goodman@minneapolismn.gov> “ {[ if‘\
Subject: Response to SWLRT DEIS ILI‘I ‘Ii
Date: Mon, Dec 17, 2012 9:39 am * e
pREsem __ ..

Date: December 17, 2012 See Comment #330 for
flaidiecibilir o B Theme Delineations

From: Paul and Cheryl LaRue
First, we would like to acknowledge your reasoning for the need for LRT and we understand that the SWLRT is an
integral part of Met Council's 2030 Transportation Policy Plan, Met Council's 2030 Regional Development
Framework, Hennepin County Transportation Systems Plan, Hennepin County Sustainable Development Strategy
2011, as well as The Minneapolis Plan for Sustainable Growth.

1) One of our concerns lies with the environmental and socioeconomic impacts of a flyover bridge at Cedar
Lake Pkwy. We understand that a flyover bridge would address 'traffic congestion' at the interstection of LRT with
Cedar Lake Pkwy. However, we support alternative means of addressing such issues. We support Cedar Lake
Parkway crossing OVER LRT transit as presented by the Minneapolis Park and Rec Board and supported by the
Jaint Neighborhood Task Force consisting of CIDNA (Cedar Isles Dean Neighborhood Association), KIAA
(Kenwood Isles Area Association), WCNC (West Calhoun Neighborhood Council), CLSHA (Cedar Lake

Shores Homeowners Association), CIHA (Calhoun Isles Condos Condo Association) and CLPA (Cedar Lake Park
Association).

A flyover works against the goals of the 2030 Regional Development Framework. Per the DEIS Appendix H - Land
Use Plans, The Metropolitan Council Plans and Studies, 2030 Regional Development Framework, page 7 of
750, item #4: "The RDF addresses four primary policies...4) Working with local and regional partners to
reclaim, conserve, protect, and enhance the region's vital natural resources".

Per 3.6.3 Long-Term Effects, 3.6.3.3 Build Alternatives, Segment 4, page 3-115: "Although the segment is located
in an existing transportation corridor (Kenilworth Regional Trail), the project would infroduce new visual elements--
the fixed guideway, including track, catenary poles, and wires--into the area. Catenary poles and wires could have
substantial visual impacts on trail users who would share the corridor with the fixed guideway" ... "The proposed
alignment is on a bridge over Cedar Lake Parkway. Visual impacts on sensitive receptors adjacent to the corridor
in the multi-family residential parcel and Cedar Lake Parkway could be substantial. Visual 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."

A flyover bridge, infrastructure and supporting walls, poles, and cantenary over Cedar Lake Pkwy are not
compatible with current scenic views and would obstruct rather than "conserve, protect, and enhance" views in
designated scenic areas at Cedar Lake and throughout Cedar Lake Regional Trail/Kenilworth Trail and the Grand
Rounds as well as Park Siding Park. This drastic visual change would impact setting, integrity, and feeling of Cedar
Lake and Cedar Lake Regional Trail/Kenilworth Trail, the Grand Rounds, and Park Siding Park. We support
working with local partners (such as the Park Board), the residential community, and neighborhood associations to
investigate alternative ways for LRT to cross at Cedar Lake Parkway. We support Cedar Lake Parkway crossing
over transit.

An environmental concern with a flyover bridge at Cedar Lake Parkway would be the introduction of a NEW noise
source(s) at Cedar Lake, throughout the Cedar Lake Regional Trail/Kenilworth Trail and Park Siding Park, and into
the Grand Rounds. Per 4.7.3.4 Project Noise Levels: "The project team measured airborne noise from the
Hiawatha LRT as the basis for the sound exposure levels used in the analysis". Per table 4.7.2 the Hiawatha LRT
measurements were done 'at grade'. Measurements did not include airborne noise at the various elevations of a
fiyover* at Cedar Lake Parkway. Recommend analysis for noise and vibration at various heights of a flyover*,
taking into consideration the unique situations of Segment A, particularly between West Lake Stn. and 21st St.
Stn. Unique situations include: A) close proximity of the flyover to Cedar Lake, a large body of water which would
carry sound farther than over land or through trees, B) two 14-story high rise residential buildings with close
proximity to the flyover which would reflect a new noise source throughout Park Siding Park, the Cedar Lake
Regional Trail/Kenilworth Trail, and the Grand Rounds, C) most of the Xerxes Historic District multi-story
residences would have an unobstructed view of the flyover, structure, catenary poles and wires, and trains; and
would be directly affected by a new noise source introduced by a flyover. The Shoreland Overlay District Zoning
requirements also need to be observed.

Per 3.6.5.3, Mitigation, Build Alternatives, page 3-123: "Mitigation treatments...would be developed...through
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* Response to SWLRT DEIS Page 2 of 6

discussion with affected communities, resource agencies, and stakeholders. Measures would be taken to ensure
the design and constructfon of the Build Aiternative considers the context of the corridor and that sensitive
recepliors receive adequate mitigation. Possible mifigation measures could include: A) Landscaping vegetation
such as shrubs and bushes to supplement existing vegetation buffers, B) Evergreen vegetation screening to
supplement deciduous vegetation buffers in teaf-off conditions, C) Fencing, D) Tunneling." Comment. Due to the
uniqueness of the narrow rail corridor in the residential area betwesn West Lake Stn. and Cedar Lake Parkway
existing vegetation is minimal and supplementing it may be difficult as there is very little space to add a burm or
mature landscaping. The DEIS suggestion of a tunnel as a means of mitigation needs to be studied as a viable
means of mitigation. We do not support taking of any residential properties in Segment A north of West Lake Stn.

*Per Appendix H-1, page 204, Table: Aweighted Sound Levels (FTA): Rail transit horn 89 dBA, rail transit on
modern concrate aerial structure 84 dBA. These dBA corresponded on the same table to sounds similar to an
outdoar concrete mixer and jack hammer, Comment: A flyover would introduce these NEW sounds, and

these sounds would not "conserve and enhance” the region's vital natural resources. Therefore, we support Cedar
Lake Parkway crossing over transit.

*Per Appendix H-1, page 201, The FTA Transit and Noise Vibration Impact Assessment indicates, "Reflections off
topographical features or buildings (structures) can sometimes result in higher noise levels...than would normailly
be expected. Temperature and wind conditions can also diffract and focus a sound wave to a location at
considerable distance from the noise source. As a resuit of these factors, the existing noise environment can be
highly variable depending on local conditions.” Again, we support Cedar Lake Parkway crossing over transit.

2) Our second concern is regarding mitigation for the Impacted Land (Units) from LRT in Segment A, In
particular the residential area between West Lake Stn. and 21st St. Stn. Of the LRT Segments In the preferred
alignment 3A, Segment A has the lowest ambient noise* of Segments 3, 4, and A (per 4.7.3.5). Segment A also
has the highest percentage of Severe Land Iimpact** (Units) (91.0% of the total for alignment 3A as per tables 4.7-3
and 4.7-8), in particular the area between West Lake Stn. and 21st 5t. Stn. (87.6% of the total Severe Land
Impact units for alf of alignment 3A). Segment A consists mainty of residential/multi-family residential, whereas
Segments 3 and 4 consist mainly of commercial properties (table 3.2-2}. LRT Sound Exposure Levels {per table
4.7-2) would be in the HUD threshold for Unacceptable Housing Environment (Appendix H-1, "Odors, Noise, and
Dust), above the MN Noise Pollution Control Limits (Apendix H-1, Table 9), and above Federal Noise Abatement
Criteria***. Given that the area between West Lake Stn. and 21st St. Stn. has 87.6% of the Severs Land Impact
properties, mitigation by fencing or landscaping alone would have minimal mitigation effect. Additionally, on its
own, barriers would not seem to provide adequate mitigation. Per Appendix H-1, Mitigation; "Noise barriers would
not be as effective at reducing noise...since there are physical limitations on barriers which would only potentially
reduce noise by a small amount...". Mitigation such as cut'n'cover or tunnel have not been addressed by the DEIS
for Segment A, and should be thoroughly studied as a viable means for mitigation, particutarly in the area between
West Lake Stn. and 21st St. Stn. A flyover bridge over Cedar Lake Parkway would NOT mitigate Severe Land
Impact properties. A flyover would introduce NEW airborne noises. We support Cedar Lake Parkway crossing over
transit. We support working with local partners, the residential community and neighborhood associations to
investigate and coordinate ways to minimize the noise, vibration, and visual impacts of LRT rail cars, infrastructure
and supporting walls, poles and catenary. We do not support taking of any residential properties in Segment A
north of West Lake Stn.

Data supporting the above is as follows:

As stated in Chapter 4, page 4-7 FTA Noise Impact Thresholds, as well as in Appendix H, Odors, Noise, and Dust;
There are two levels of impact included in the FTA criteria...Moderate Impact and Severe Impact. Project-
generated noise in the severs impact range can be expected to cause a significant percentage of people to be
highly annoyed by the new noise and represents the most compeliing need for mitigation...

*Per 4.7.3.5 Assessment. "Ambient noise is measured by what is present in existing conditions. Low ambient noise
levels cause the impact threshold (the point at which there is an impact) to be lower. Ambient noise leveis were as
low as 55 dBA on an L.eq basis and 56 dBA on an Ldn basis for Segment 3; 56 dBA on an Leq basis and 54 dBA
on an Ldn basis for Segment 4, *44 dBA on an Leq basis and 52 dBA on an Ldn basis for Segment A, and 58 dBA
on an Leq basis and 58 dBA on an Ldn basis for egment C".

*Appendix H-1, Southwest Transitway Ambient Noise Table, page &, Segment A "Site #31 (3427 St. Louis Avs.)
for a 24-hour period the Leq was 59 dBA and Ldn 60 dBA (Footnote 'c' for that table notes that noise monitoring
data for Site #31 included noise from existing freight train operations). Natural sounds and recreational activities
are the dominant noise sources, with lesser noise contributions from Lake St. traffic. This location is representative
of noise-sensitive land use at the south end of the Kenwood Neighborhood, within earshot of Lake St." Comment:
Site #31, 3427 St. Louis Ave., is a residential property adjacent to the current TC&W rail line and located
inbetween the West Lake St. Stn. and Cedar Lake Parkway. Given the Sound Exposure Levels in table 4.7-2 of
LRT pass-bys 81-84 dBA, signal 106 dBA, warning signal 88 dBA, warning horns 98 dBA, LRT curve squeal 114
dBA, mitigation requirements need to include keeping the ambient noise levels {(on a constant and frequent basis)
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consistent with current Leq and Ldn dBA...particularly at nighttime. Mitigation must preserve and maintain

as dominant sounds of the portion of Segment A in between West Lake Stn. and Cedar Lake Parkway that

of natural sounds and recreational activities. Fencing or landscaping afong would not achieve such mitigation.
Barriers only reduce noise by 8 smalt amount (per Appendix H-1; Mitigation). Mitigation such as cut'n'cover or
tunnet have not been addressed by the DELS for Segment A; and shouid be thoroughtly studied as a viable means
of mitigation, particularly in the area between West Lake Si, Stn. and 21st St. Stn. Note: noise monitoring data for
Site #31 was collected prior fo the replacement of old, frequent weld TC&W rails with new continuous rails in
September/October 2012 (per rail engineers, up to 1/3 quieter and less vibration}.

**In Segments 3 and 4 (the preferred alignment 3A) running from Mitchell Rd. to the West Lake Station the LRT
touched aimost ALL commercial properties (per sngineering and conceptual designs from Appendix F as well as
table 3.2-2 Summary of Neighborhood...Cohesion Impacts...Segment 3 "mostly commercial"). Per table 4.7-3,
Noise Impact Summary Table, the preferred alignment 3A hag a total of 201 (520) Severel Impact Land (Units) for
Category 2 (residential). Per table 4.7-5, Noise Impacts Segment 3, Segment 3 had 18 Severe Impact Land
{Units). Per table 4.7-6 Noise Impacts Segment 4, Segment 4 had no Severe tmpact Land (Units). Per table 4.7-8
Impacts Segment A, Segment A had 183 (406) Severa Impacts Land (Units). In summary, Segment A has 183
(406) of the total 201 (520) or 81.0% of the Severs Impact Land in alignment 3A...with 176 (399) between West
Lake Stn. and 21st St. Stn. (table 4.7-8). In other words... 176 (399) of the fofal 201 (520) or 87.6% of the

total Severe Impact Land for alignment 3A were in the very small stretch between W. Lake and 21st S, Stations as
compared to the miles and miies of LRT in Segment 3 and 4 which only had 18 of 201 (table 4.7-5) or 9.0%. Note:
percentages are rounded. Note also: Segment A has a situation unique to Segments 3 and 4 and to Hiawatha
LRT in that some of the residential/muiti-family residential properties are located 20' or less from the rail tracks,
inciuding a 14 story high rise condominium with balconies facing the rail tracks.

**Table 4.7-2 LRT Sound Exposure Levels used in the Noise Analysis...LRT pass-by 81-84 dBA, signal 106 dBA,
warning signal 88 dBA, warning hom 99 dBA, LRT curve squeal 114 dba.***Appendix H-1, page 50 of the section
addressing "Odors, Noise and Dust - Noise Basics, Exhibit 1, Outdoor Noise Exposure for a Residential
Environment (according to (J.S. Federal agency criteria) states the ambient close to Urban Transit is 85 Ldn. The
HUD threshold for Unacceplable Housing Environment is 75 dBA Ldn, the HUD limit for normally acceptable
housing environment is 65 dBA Ldn, and the EPA ideal residential goal is 55 dBA Ldn. This section also states
Category 2 are residences and buildings where people normally sleep. This category includes residences...where
nighttime sensitivity is assumed to be of utmast imporiance.

**Appendix H-1, Table 9, Minnesota Noise Pollution Control Limits, indicates that Chapter 7030 of the Minnesota
Administrative Rules has set a series of noise limits that can be applied to projects such as...rail study. The limit for
MN category 1 (residences, churches, schools, and other similar land uses) in the daytime is between 60-65 dBA
and nighttime 50-55 dBA.

***MnDOT for the Trunk Hwy 41 river crossing project, Chaska, indicates Federal Noise Abatement criteria for
Category B (residential and recreational) is 70 dBA. For every increase of 10 dBA is heard twice as loud.

Appendix H-1, FTA Noise Impact Criteria, page 50: “Although higher rail noise levels are allowed in neighborhoods
with high levels of existing, smaller increases in total noise exposurs are allowed with increasing levels of existing
noise".

3) Our third concern is regarding mitigation in Segment A, particularly the residential area between West Lake
Stn. and 21st St. Stn., from the substantial increase in the frequency of LRT pass-bys. The DEIS considers
current TC&W pass-bys to be infrequent, and that LRT will more than double the amount of train pass-by
events*. Current TC3W pass-bys are 21.5 per week daytime and .5 per week or less nighttime**. LRT projected
are 2326 per week with 420 in the nighttime***. In other words L RT pass-bys would create a drastic change for
Segment A from a periodic, infrequent heavy use corridor to a constant, frequent heavy use corridor. Noise,
vibration, and visual impacts in Segment A, particularly in the residential area between West Lake Stn. and 21st
St. Stn. would change from current periodic, infrequent noise, vibration, and visual impacts 21.5 times per week
and .5 or less times per night to constant noise, vibration, and visual impacts 2326 times per week, with a
distuptive increase at nighttime of 420 per night...from current 3 times per day and less than .5 nighttime per
‘week' to LRT every 7.5 - 10 minutes per day and LRT every 30 minutes each night (these daily LRT pass-
bys are per the SWLRT website).

LRT would introduce a NEW privacy impact both in the daytime and nighttime. Per 3.6.3 Long-Term Effects,
3.6.3.3, "Visual intrusion and privacy impacts of the project elements on the residents in units with windows facing
the alignment...could be substantial." Comment: The new privacy impacts would not only affect the residential
properties, but persons using the Cedar Lake Regional Trail/Kenilworth Trail, Park Siding Park, and the Grand
Rounds. These privacy impacts do not currently exist; therefore, mitigation neads to address respect of privacy
resulting from LRT pass-bys. Mitigation by fencing or landscaping alone would have minimal and seasonal
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mitigation effect. Additionally, on its own, barriers may not provide adequate mitigation in screening privacy
impacts, particularly at elevations of a flyover, Mitigation such as cut'n'cover or tunnel should be thoroughly studied
as a viable means for mitigation, particularly in the area between West Lake Stn. and 21st St. Stn. A flyover would
not mitigate privacy impacts. A flyover would infroduce additional new privacy impacts at a higher elevation,
Nighttime LRT pass-bys will also introduce a NEW visual nighttime impact of LRT headlights as well as intrusion of
lights from inside train cars which would be passing through 420 times per week as compared to current .5 or
less headlight (only) light intrusion per week. Fencing and landscaping will not mitigate the new nighttime visual
light impacts. Barriers may mitigate the new nighttime headlight visual impact and partially mitigate light intrusion
from inside train cars; however, would nof be adequate to mitigate the exireme increase in frequency of visual
light impacts resulting from more than double the amount of train pass-by events*. Mitigation such as cut'n'cover or
tunnel have not been addressed by the DEIS for Segment A, and should be studied as a viabie means for
mitigation, particularly in the area between West Lake Stn. and 21st St. Sin. A flyover bridge over Cedar Lake
Parkway would NOT mitigate the new increased frequency of daytime and nighttime visual impacts. A flyover
bridge would introduce NEW visual impacts at an elevation higher than 'at grade’.
*Comment: The DEIS statement 'more than double the amount of train pass-by events' is extremely understated.
Per the SWLRT website, train pass-bys would dramatically increase from the current 3 times in the daytime
to LRT every 10 minutes durlng the daytime and early evenings--even more frequently during peak
hours to LRT every 7.5 minutes. The nighttime pass-bys would be even more substantially increased
from ‘on occasion' .5 per 'week’ to LRT every 30 minutes nighttime. The LRT pass-bys are constant 7 days
per week, 20 hours per day. These LRT frequencies would change the residential corridor in Segment A
between West Lake St. and 21st St. Stn. from 'dominant nolse sources being that of natural sounds and
recreational activities' fo constant new noise sources from the LRT rail squeals and horn or bells (with noise
decibals increasing from current ambient 59-60 dBA (Site #31) to between 81-114 dBA. Such drastlc changes to
the environmentat and socloeconomic elemants of the rasidential corridor warrant serious mitigation of noise as
well as visual impacts. Fencing and landscaping alone would not mitigate the dramatic increase in frequency of
noise nor the increase in noise decibals. Barriers would only reduce noise by a small amount (per Appendix H-1:
Mitigation), and would not address the dramatic increase in frequency of noise. Mitigation such as cut'n'cover or
tunnel have not been addressed by the DEIS for Segment A, and should be studied as a viable means for
mitigation, particularly in the area between West Lake Stn. and 21st St. Stn. A flyover would not mitigate increased
frequency of noise. A flyover would introduce NEW as well as increased freguencies of noise carrying at
an elevated level.
Data supporting the above is as follows:
*Per Appendix H-1 as well as 4.8.2, Existing Conditions: "Existing rail operations in Segmnt 4 include
approximately 3 freight pass-by events per day. TC&W locomotve pass-by events are less than 5 per day;
therefore, are considered infrequent... The build alternatives will more than double the amount of train pass-by
events..."
**Per chapter 4, page 81, Segment A: Weast Lake Station to Intermodal Station. "Under Build Altemnatives LRT 1A
and LRT 3A existing TC&W traffic on the Kenitworth Corridor would be relocated to the MN&S Spur. (Freight rail
traffic o the Spur would be the existing traffic in the Kenilworth Corridor with no change in train activity, consist,
etc." Calculation of existing TC&W traffic on the Kenilworth Corridor per 4.7.5 MN&S Freight Rai! Relocation is as
follows:

One freight train with 2-4 locomotives and 50 cars operating six days/iwk (1 train x 6 days = 6/wk)

One freight 2-4 locomotives and 20 cars operating 3-4 days/wk (1 train x 4 days = 4/wk)

One ethana! train with 2 locomoties and 80 cars operating once avery 2 wks (1 x .5 = .5/wk)

One coal train with 4 locomotives an 120 cars operating once every 2 wks (1 x .5 = .5/wk)

Note: the coal train only operates one direction, all others round trip.

TOTAL TC&W freight train pass-bys per wk = 21.5 (6 + 4 + .5) x 2/round trip plus .5 x 1 direction

Note: Al above trains were considered in section 4.7.5 to operate during the day. The exception being one coal
train operating once every 2 weeks which could operate either night or day.
***Calcuiation of operational assumptions of LRT per 4.7.3.4, Chapter 4, Environmental Effects, page 4-84:

198 trips during the day (198 x 7) (assumed) = 1386/wl****

16 trips/hr between 6-9 am and 3-6:30 pm (16 x 6.5 x 5) (assumed 'peak hrs' means 5 days/wk) = 520wk***

80 trips during the night (680 x 7) = 420/wi****

TOTAL LRT Pass-bys per week = approximately 2326****

****Note: There is no mention in the DEIS information if these are 'one direction’ trips or 'round trips' and should,
therefore, be multiplied by 2 as per the calculation of the existing TC&W.
You will note in Chapter 4, pages 4-82, Segment A...Under Build Alternatives...the DEIS states, "Airborne-noise
impacts associated with Segment A (with freight rail relocation) were calculated based on existing noise exposure
(including existing TC&W freight rail traffic) and account for the ‘decrease’ in sound tevel which would occur due to
the absense of freight pass-by events". Comment: The DEIS calculations represents an 'average’ of the LRT noise
impacts for a 24-hour period. In actuality, the LRT will introduce noise impacts in the 81-114 dBA range 'extremely
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frequently and nearly constant' throughout the daytime and nighttime in Segment A. Whereas the current TC&W
noise impacts have been very infrequent during the dayitime and nearly non-existent in the nighttime. in addition,
the DEIS has not measured the noise level of the TC&W with the new continuous rails installed
Septomber/October 2012 in Segment A, particularly the portion between West Lake Stn. and 21st St. Stn.

4) Our fourth concern is regarding mitigation for the {long-term) visual effects of LRT for Segment A, in
patticular the residential area between West Lake Stn. and 21st. Stn. This section is unique to Segment 3, 4 and
Hiawatha LRT given the close proximity of residential and high rise residential to the LRT as well as the close
proximity of Cedar Lake, Cedar Lake Regional Trail/Kenilworth Trail, Park Siding Park, and the Xerxes Historic
District multi-story residences to an unobstructed visual of LRT structure, catenary and poles.

Per Chapter 3, Social Effects, 3.6.6, Summary, page 3-125, the DEIS points out a situation unigue to Segment A
in the 3A alignment: "Further, LRT 3A (LPA) would have possibly substantial effects on the visual quality of one of
its three segments, which includes sensitive receptors in the residential land uses adjacent to the segment (A}
where the alignment is on a bridge".

3.6.3 Long-Term Effects, 3.6.3.3 Build Alternatives Segmaent 4, page 3-115: "Visual impacts may be substantial
where the alignment is not screened by vegetation. Visual 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. Visual intrusion and privacy impacts on the outdoor living areas of residential properties could be
substantial where vegetation or landscape buffers do not exist". .... "The proposed alignment is on a bridge over
Cedar Lake Parkway. Visual impacts on sensitive receptors adjacent to the corridor in the mulfi-family residential
parcel and Cedar Lake Parkway could be substantial. Visual 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.
Comments: Given the narrow space of the rail corridor between West Lake Stn. and Cedar Lake Parkway, fencing
and imature landscaping alone would not mitigate the visual intrusion and privacy impacts, and would be a
‘seasonal’ mitigation. A barrier alone would introduce a NEW visual impact where there were prior uncbstructed
views of parks and trees and sense of ‘open space'. A barrier would only mitigate a portion of the visual intrusion of
rail cars. A barrier would not mitigate the visual intrusion of poles and catenary. Mitgation such as cut'n'cover or
tunnel have not been addressed by the DEIS for Segment A, and should be studied as a viable means for
mitigation, particularly in the area batween West Lake Stn. and 21st St. Stn. A flyover bridge over Cedar Lake
Parkway would not mitigate visual intrusion and privacy impacts. A flyover Cedar L.ake Parkway would introduce
NEW visual infrusions. We support Cedar L.ake Parkway crossing over transit. We do not support taking of any
residential properties in Segment A between West Lake Stn. and 21st. $t. Station. We agree, per 3.6.5.3,
Mitigation: "Mitigation treatments for visual impacts would be developed...through discussion with affected
communities, resource agencies, and stakeholders."

4} An additional socloeconomic and environmental concern is the preservation of the Kenilworth Trail as a
pedestrian and bicycle trall, and insuring that the trail receives proper mitigation. Per the Minneapolis Park
and Recreatioh Board Community Advisory Committee, "the Kenilworth Trail received 817,000 visits in 2009, and
use has only gone up since then", Per 3.6.5, Summary, page 3-125: "LRT 3A (LPA) would have the second highest
effects on visual quality in the project area because of substantial impacts on sensitive receptors located on trails,
which are present in three (4, A, and FRR) of the alignment's segments.”

Per the DEIS Appendix H - Land Use Plans, 2030 Regiona! Parks Policy Plan, page 7 of 750: "The Regional Parks
Policy Plan lays out the goals for the expansion and management of the Twin Cities regional park system, and the
strategies designed to meet those goals. Of particular note for Southwest Transitway is the policy on regional trails,
new trails, or trail segments, that serve regional users are considered a significant priority for the regional parks
system. The plan states that selection, devetopment and operation of bicycle transportation arteries are covered as
a component of the Council's transportation plan. Examples of existing regional trails that provide multiple benefits
include... Southwest LRT Regional Trails, Cedar L.ake Regicnal Traif, the Mississippi River Regional Trall..."

Per the Three Rivers Parks website, there are two regional bike paths passing by Cedar Lake...the North Cedar
Lake Regional Trail and the Cedar Lake Regional Trail. Both go from downtown to Hopkins and connect with other
trails in the city and Western suburbs. The Cedar Lake Regional Trail follows through the Kenilworth corridor (the
Kenilworth Trail), crosses the rail tracks at Cedar Lake, and continues to Hopkins. The North Cedar Lake Ragional
Trail splits from the Cedar Lake Regional Trail near Bryn Mawr, and travels past the Northem tip of Cedar Lake
then proceeds West to Hopkins. Per the DEIS the freight rail tracks in Kenilworth are owned by Hennepin County,
howevar, the Cedar Lake Regional Trail and Kenilworth Trail are maintained by the Parkboard and receive Federal
and local funding (Appendix H-1, page 47). The Cedar Lake Regional Trail and Kenilworth Trail are the major
connective routes to the Grand Rounds, Southwest LRT Regional Trails, and the Mississippi River Regional Trail.
Both are located adjacent to LRT Segment A, and need to be preserved as viable pedestrian and bicycle routes.
Mitigation for noise, vibration, visual, and privacy impacts as well as safety measures (including safety measures
for those pedestrians and bicyclists using the trails at night) should include discussion and coordination with
affected communities, resource agencias, and stakeholders.

6) Our finat concern is that of mitigation during construction, particularly the residential area in Segment A
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between West Lake Stn. and 21st. Stn. This rail corridor is unique to Segment 3, 4, and Hiawatha LRT due to the
narrow width and close proximity of residential, high-rise residential, Xerxes Historic District properties, and Cedar
Lake/Beach to LRT. Suggest construction mitigation treatments for visual, noise, and vibration impacts be
developed through discussion and coordination with affected communities, resource agencies, and stakeholders
and per implementatin of BMP's. In addition, in Segment A north of West Lake Stn. there are multiply entries to
Cedar Lake Regional Trail/Kenilworth Trail (which connect the area to the Grand Rounds, Southwest LRT Regional
Trails, and the Mississippi River Regional Trail) and Park Siding Park. Mitigation measures need to insure
continued and safe entry to these trails and parks during construction (both daytime and nighttime).

In summary, the OUTCOMES we would like to see achieved, in particular Segment A between West Lake Stn. and
21st St., are: A) Mitigation that maintains the current ambient noise levels close to existing 59-60 dBA (Site #31)
and that maintains the current ambience of 'natural sounds and recreational activities', quiet, and tranquility for the
residential areas, bicycle/pedestrian trails, and parkland adjacent to LRT. B) Mitigation to drastically minimize the
new and and constant noise, vibration, visual, and privacy impacts that LRT will introduce to the current infrequent
rail use corridor. This includes supporting MPRB's presentation of LRT going under Cedar Lake Pkwy. C)
Mitigation that maintains the current 'unobstructed views' and 'sense of open space' for the residential areas,
bicycle/pedestrian trails, and parkland adjacent to LRT.

Additionally, we agree with the Minneapolis Park and Rec Board (MPRB) DEIS response as follows: A) We do not
support freight co-location. B) We support further study of Cedar Lake Parkway crossing over LRT. C) We support
maintaining bike and pedestrian paths' 'park-like setting' and 'sense of open space'. D) We support bike and
pedestrian paths free from obstructions and adequate buffer on each side of all trails so that park users are not
subject to LRT noise levels that exceed standards set for category 1. E) We support bike and pedestrian trails
remaining the same or better quality and width as current trails. E) We support Minneapolis Chain of Lakes
Regional Park and adjacent parkland remaining quiet, tranquil, and a natural setting.
We hope you take serious consideration of the facts and comments above, anq look forward to your response.

A

Cheryl and Paul LaRue N . . 7 /* \,%
j s N S T Ll TP
CIDNA homeowners (il Qb( Wﬁ&q i S - /\)
LRT riders and bicyclists L

contact info: mnrealtors@aol.com or 612-759-3011
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Comment#477

| DEC 26 2012

[ am writing in response to the Southwest Light Rail Transit (SWLRT)Drzgﬁ Environmental
Impact Statement (DEIS) published in regard the SWLRT which includes the proposed freight rail re-

route in St. Louis Park, Minnesota.

To Whom It May Concern

The current SWLRT-DEIS has significant flaws and the planned re-route idea either needs to be dropped
completely or a great deal more study must be done. As this action is proposed and described in Chapter C
1, Section 1.3.2.3 as rebuilding a little known, lightly used spur line into a main freight rail line, which
will initially allow a 788% increase of rail car traffic. What the SWLRT-DEIS does not address, but
should, are the real world impacts of this action on the affected area.

Besides my general concerns about the SWLRT-DEIS, the portion of the report dealing with Safety (3-
132 and 133) causes me the greatest concern. Only a passing reference to safety and the proposed re-route
is mentioned in the SWLRT-DEIS; however there are many features about the MN&S, which make it
undesirable as a freight, rail main line. The reasons the MN&S is an unsafe main rail line include, but are
not limited to the following:

e Multiple grade level crossings

e Proximity to St. Louis Park schools, homes and businesses many are closer than the length of a
rail car

e Number of pedestrians who transverse crossing every day

e Permeable soil under MN&S
Medical emergency response hindered when crossings are blocked (only one fire station has
emergency medical response (page 80))

o  Tight Curves: Derailments are more likely to occur on curves than on straight track

e Hazardous materials are being carried on the rail line without sufficient right of way.

None of the mitigation requested by the City of St. Louis Park on behalf of her residents is being C
considered. This mitigation is not frivolous; it is necessary to maintain the safety, livability and property
values for the residents of St. Louis Park.

Regards,
Jennifer Huebscher

C)}Mﬁ«m&bk“*ﬁ;LLH&$¢\/\
3240 Jersey Ave. South

St. Louis Park, MN 55416
651-245-5065
jrhuebscher@gmail.com
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Commentt#47¢

To Whom It May Concemn:

[ am writing in response to the Southwest Light Rail Transit (SWLRT) Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (DEIS) published in regard the SWLRT which includes the proposed freight rail re-
route in St. Louis Park, Minnesota.

The current SWLRT-DEIS has significant flaws and the planned re-route idea either needs to be dropped C
completely or a great deal more study must be done. As this action is proposed and described in Chapter

1, Section 1.3.2.3 as rebuilding a little known, lightly used spur line into a main freight rail line, which
will initially allow 788% increase of rail car traffic. What the SWLRT-DEIS does not address, but shoulid,
are the real world impacts of this action on the affected area.

Besides my general concerns about the SWLRT-DEIS, the portion of the report dealing with freight rail
noise and safety at the High School (Chapters 3, 4, and 9) causes me the greatest concern. The unique
noise and safety issues associated with locating main line freight within 35 feet of the High School
parking lot and 75 feet from the building are not adequately discussed, When the High School is
mentioned the information is dismissive. At no point in the SWLRT

DEIS are the negative impacts the extra freight trains will have on the learning environment and safety of
the students at St. Louis Park High School. Before the proposed re-route should even be considered, the
cost of sufficiently mitigating the impact to St. Louis Park High School need to be evaluated. Examples
of concerns include but are not limited to the following:

* A plan for emergency evacuation of the school should evacuation be necessary when a trainis
passing
How will the many classrooms affected by train noise be sound proofed
How will the students who want to use the new rail bridge to cross Hwy. 7 on their way to school
be kept off the bridge

¢ How will the added vibration of longer, heavier and more frequent trains be mitigated to the
investment the school makes in technology is not lost

¢ How will the safety hazards of blind crossings, curves and hundreds of teenagers in close
proximity be eliminated

¢ How will a derailment be prevented so our children’s lives are not at risk

None of the mitigation requested by the City of St. Louis Park or the St. Louis Park School Board on
behalf of her residents is being considered. This mitigation is not frivolous; it is necessary to maintain the
safety, livability and property values for the residents of St. Louis Park. '

Regards,
Jennifer Huebscher '

Qe Hisebe b

3240 Jersey Ave. South
St. Louis Park, MN 55416
651-245-5065
jrhuebscher@gmail.com
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Comment#47¢

See Comment #6384 for|
Theme Delineations

Southwest Transitway Project

DEC 26 2012

Comments on the Environmental Impact Statement

The residents of Minnetonka, living in the Beachside community, on Pompano Drive are responding to
the Environmental Impact Statement on the Southwest LRT and are expressing our concerns on the
impact to our neighborhood, our homes and our investment in our homes from the proposed crossing
of the LRT line at the intersection of the Smetana and Feltl Roads. Our homes are extremely close to the
proposed crossing and we have concerns about the noise that will emanate from that crossing as well as
the ecological impact on the surrounding area.

The LRT at the above intersection of Smetana and Feltl Roads at grade level will cause interruptions in
an already busy traffic flow and will create noise from train alarms, sounding every 7.5 minutes during
the day and also frequently at night. We will hear the train alarms from our homes when the windows
are open and when we are on our decks. Constant noise from the trains will also frighten the wildlife in
the wetland area that is adjacent to the proposed crossing and that separates our homes from the
proposed crossing. We purchased our homes for many reasons, including the quiet, the woods, and the
wildlife that surrounds us.

We are also concerned about the rerouting of Feltl Road and the most likely need to cut down the trees
near the crossing, which currently provides us with a sound buffer to the traffic on Smetana, Feltl and
Opus in general. If the LRT must go through our neighborhood we would like to see the trees and
wetland preserved to maintain our ambiance, our silence and our enjoyment of the wildlife, which are
some of the reasons we purchased our homes.

As homeowners we would appreciate you allowing us input on all aspects of the LRT project as it
pertains to our neighborhood and investment. We are especially concerned with the rerouting of Fetl
Road and the preservation of our wooded wetland and wildlife. Please keep us informed and we
welcome your inquiries about our opinions on the development of the project at the intersection of
Smetana and Feltl Roads.

Signed by the following residents:

Margaret Edstrom, 5447 Pompano Drive,Minnetonka, MN 55343, margeds@aol.com, 952-934-1854
(contact person)

Barbara Faegre, 5429 Pompano Chris Torberg, 5443 Pompano
Sally Shaw, 5402 Pompano Andrew and Lois Peacock, 5445 Pompano
Janet Rasmussen, 5453 Pompano Linda Hagmeier, 5451 Pompano

Victoria Dunn, 5457 Pompano
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Comment#48(

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY DEC 26 2012
ST. PAUL DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS s
180 FIFTH STREET EAST, SUITE 700 : ;

ST. PAUL MINNESOTA 55101-1678 '

DEC 20 2012

REPLY TO
ATTENTION

Operations ,
Regulatory (2009-01283-MM1J)

Ms. Katie Walker, Hennepin County
Housing, Community Works and Transit
ATTN: Southwest Transitway

701 Fourth Avenue South, Suite 400
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55415

Dear Ms. Walker:

We have reviewed the Southwest Transitway Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)
dated October 2012, and prepared by the United States Department of Transportation, Federal Transit
Administration, as well as the Hennepin County Regional Rail Authority and the Metropolitan Council.
This letter contains comments on this DEIS for your consideration. The Southwest Transitway project
area includes a 15-mile corridor through Eden Prairie, Minnetonka, Edina, Hopkins, St. Louis Park, and
Minneapolis (the Corridor), in Hennepin County, Minnesota.

If the Southwest Transitway project involves a discharge of dredged or fill material into waters
of the United States (WOUS), a Clean Water Act Section 404 (CWA Section 404) permit would be L3
required. CWA Section 301(a) prohibits discharges of dredged or fill material into WOUS, unless the

work has been authorized by a Department of the Army permit under Section 404. Information about N 5
the Corps permitting process can be obtained online at http://www.mvp.usace.army.mil/regulatory.

Corps evaluation of a Section 404 permit application involves multiple analyses, including (1)
evaluating the impacts in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) (33 CFR part
325), (2) determining whether the proposal is contrary to the public interest (33 CFR § 320.4), and (3)
determining whether the proposal complies with the Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines (Guidelines) (40 CFR
part 230). If a CWA Section 404 permit is required, our review of impacts to aquatic resources would
include direct impacts to WOUS and also those WOUS and non-jurisdictional aquatic resources
indirectly and cumulatively impacted by the proposed work in WOUS.

The purpose and need statement and the range of alternatives evaluated in the DEIS were
developed through a series of interagency meetings conducted prior to publication of the document. For
our permit review, the Corps is responsible for defining the overall project purpose. We use the overall
project purpose to evaluate practicable alternatives under the Guidelines. The overall project purpose
must be specific enough to define the applicant’s needs, but not so restrictive as to preclude all
discussion of alternatives.

In Chapter 1 (Page 1-8) of the DEIS, “Purpose and Need,” the project purpose is defined as: “to
provide a high-capacity transit connection improving mobility, accessibility, and system linkages to
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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 goals of the Southwest Transitway project are summarized
as follows: to improve mobility, provide a cost-effective and efficient travel option, preserve the
environment, protect the quality of life, and support economic development.

The Corps suggests a broader overall project purpose, which would be more appropriate for our
CWA Section 404 review, “to provide high-capacity transit service in the Southwest Transitway study
area.” This overall project purpose would work well to direct the range of reasonable alternatives to be
considered in the 404 permit application review process. Also, our suggested overall project purpose
coincides with the transit alternatives that were considered and advanced for further study in the 2007
Southwest Transitway Alternatives Analysis (AA), as described in Chapter 2 of the DEIS, “Alternatives
Considered.” Therefore, the Corps concurs with the array of alternatives considered for this project as
well as the alternatives that were carried forward in the DEIS, described below.

The AA evaluated ten potential build alternatives, which included eight Light Rail Transit (LRT)
alternatives and two bus rapid transit alternatives. The AA also evaluated a conventional bus alternative,
referred to as the Enhanced Bus Alternative, and a no-build alternative. After a thorough analysis of
these alternatives, and the inclusion of additional alternatives identified during the NEPA/MEPA
scoping process, five LRT alternatives, LRT 1A, LRT 3A, LRT 3A-1 (co-location), LRT 3C-1 and LRT
3C-2, were carried forward for consideration as the Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA). The no-build
and the enhanced bus alternative were also carried forward into the final LPA analysis. After additional
evaluation of the remaining alternatives, the DEIS recommends alternative LRT 3A as the LPA for the
Southwest Transitway project.

To comply with the Guidelines, the alternatives analysis must consider ways to avoid and
minimize impacts to WOUS so that the least environmentally-damaging practicable alternative
(LEDPA) can be identified. The Guidelines specifically require that “no discharge of dredged or fill
material shall be permitted if there is a practicable alternative to the proposed discharge which would
have less adverse impact on the aquatic ecosystem, so long as the alternative does not have other
significant adverse environmental consequences™ {40 CFR § 230.10(a)). Per the Guidelines, a
practicable alternative is defined as available and capable of being done after taking into consideration
cost, existing technology, and logistics in light of the overall project purpose. Time and money spent on
the proposal prior to applying for a Section 404 permit cannot be factored into the Corps decision
whether a less damaging practicable alternative is available.

K1

NS

As proposed, the chosen LPA, alternative LRT 3A, would not qualify as the LEDPA as defined

in the Guidelines. As shown on Table 4.2-2, Impact by Alternative (Page 4-34), the construction of

L3

alternative LRT 3A (the LPA) would discharge fill material over approximately 2.9 acres of wetland,
whereas alternative LRT 3A-1 (co-location alternative) would discharge fill material over approximately
0.9 acre of wetland. For CWA Section 404 purposes, the LEDPA is the alternative that meets the project
purpose and is available to the applicant that has the least amount of impact to aquatic resources, which
as proposed would be alternative LRT 3A-1 (co-location). The burden of proof to demonstrate
compliance with the 404(b)(1) Guidelines rests with the applicant; where insufficient information is
provided to determine compliance, the Guidelines require that no permit be issued. If you plan to move
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forward with alternative LRT 3A as the LPA you will need to submit additional information to support
your decision to eliminate alternative LRT 3A-1 from consideration.

The wetland impact figures in Table 4.2-2 are approximations extracted from the Minnesota
Department of Natural Resources Land Cover Classification System and the United States Fish and
Wildlife Service National Wetland Inventory datasets. Local municipalities and watershed districts
located within the Southwest Transitway project area also have wetland inventory datasets that could be
used to better quantify the potential wetland impacts within the construction limits of the Corridor. We
recommend that these local datasets be used to update the wetland impact figures provided in the Final
Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for the Southwest Transitway Project. Also, Section 4.2.2.2
states that a wetland delineation will be completed during final design of the project. We recommend
that a wetland delineation be completed, field verified, and approved before the project moves into final
design. The delincation should be completed according to the Corps of Engineers Delineation Manual
and the Midwest Supplement, and needs to be approved by the Corps as well as the Local Government
Units that administer the Minnesota Wetland Conservation Act within the Corridor. The delineation
should identify all wetland, stream, and drainage features located within construction limits of the
Corridor. The delineation should be completed and approved prior to final design so that the design can
incorporate measures that avoid and minimize impacts to WOUS within the Corridor.

Compensatory wetland mitigation would only be considered after we determined that wetland
impacts have been avoided and minimized to the maximum practicable extent. All unavoidable wetland
loss associated with the Southwest Transitway Project would require replacement according to the
Mitigation Rule (33 CFR 332) and the St. Paul District Policy for Wetland Compensatory Mitigation in
Minnesota (District Policy). In accordance with the Mitigation Rule and our District Policy, we prefer
that all unavoidable wetland impacts associated with the Southwest Transitway Project be compensated
for through the purchase of wetland bank credits within the appropriate Bank Service Area (BSA). The
Southwest Transitway Corridor is located within three separate BSAs, including BSA 7 (Upper
Mississippi River Basin), BSA 9 (Minnesota River Basin), and BSA 11 (Twin Cities Meiro).

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the DEIS. We look forward to reviewing the FEIS,
the wetland delineation, and if necessary, the CWA Section 404 permit application for this project. For
further information, please contact Melissa Jenny, the Corps project manager for Hennepin County, at
651-290-5363 or Melissa.m.jenny@usace.army.mil.

Sincerely,

#= . Tamara E. Cameron
Chief, Regulatory Branch

Copy furnished:

Maya Sarna and Bill Wheeler, FTA
Nani Jacobson, Metro Transit
Lynda Peterson, BWSR

WCA LGU’s within the Corridor
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Comment#48]

David Hibbard To "swcorridor@co.hennepin.mn.us"
<DHibbard@rubytuesday.com <swcorridor@co.hennepin.mn.us>
> cc

12/27/2012 08:42 AM bce

Subject Ruby Tuesday at Eden Prairie, MN

Ruby Tuesday
12900 Technology Drive
Eden Prairie, MN

RE: Southwest light rail transit M4
The present plans for the Southwest light rail have a major impact on our property. The parking lot will
be largely eliminated. As an operating restaurant, the number of parking spaces is planned to produce a I 2

high level of sales. A reduction in the parking field will severely limit the ability of the unit to produce the
sales necessary to amortize the associated debt on the property. This restaurant is a successful unit with FO
a high level of debt.

| must respectively disagree with the planned reduction of the parking lot.

Respectfully,

David M. Hibbard, CSM, CPM
Director of Assets

Ruby Tuesday, Inc.
865.380.7054
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Comment#482

December 19, 2012

Hennepin County

Housing, Community Works & Transit See Comment #782 for

ATTN: Southwest Transitway
701 Fourth Avenues South, Suite 400

Minneapolis, MN 55415 Theme Delineations

Re: Comments to the Southwest Transitway Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) regarding
SouthWest Station

Dear Metropolitan Council, Hennepin County and The U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal
Transit Administration’s (FTA) Representatives:

Pursuant to the FTA Comment Period rules regarding the proposed Southwest Transitway Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), we respectfully offer the following comments by the December
31, 2012 deadline, which shall be made part of the permanent record for full consideration.

As Declarant of SouthWest Station Center Planned Unit Development (SouthWest Station) with
cross easement rights, as Chief Manager of SouthWest Station, LLC, as Chief Manager of SouthWest
Station Management, LLC and as trustee for the Janet C. Snyder Irrevocable Trust (a trust created for the
benefit of Janet C. Snyder, a woman who was widowed and crippled when her car was hit head on by a
drunk driver and as the owner of the retail strip in SouthWest Station), | am strongly opposed to the
proposed LRT 3A line being selected.

In examining the DEIS, it became readily apparent that the 3A Locally Preferred Alternative
(LPA) is the only alternative being given due consideration, as nearly all the data as presented supports
that route. I, however, strongly disagree with interpretation of the data used for selecting 3A as the LPA. |
believe using the freight line makes the most economic sense, is the simplest plan, and involves the least
disruption to businesses. Throughout the DEIS, the plethora of SouthWest Station business disturbances
and problems, including but not limited to: subsidence, vibrations, noise, aesthetics, elimination of
parking, elimination of snow placement location, construction staging, construction debris, access, safety
concerns, business economics, LRT created parking problems, inadequate needs assessment of LRT
parking demands, and property acquisition, displacement, and relocation are extensive; but, the DEIS fails
to mitigate or adequately address these significant business concerns. In my opinion, it makes no sense to
deal with light rail at SouthWest Station at all. If the line ended prior to SouthWest Station, we could
eliminate all of these issues.

SouthWest Station is confined on all sides by Prairie Center Drive to the East, Technology Drive
to the South, Hwy. 5 to the North, and SouthWest Station condos to the West. Therefore, SouthWest
Station does not have the ability to expand its borders in order to handle the current LRT 3A line parking
ramp expansion as proposed. It should be noted that there is available, elevated land for construction of a
parking ramp across Prairie Center Drive and at the Eden Prairie Center regional mall. Both of these
options would not require a permit from the Corps of Engineers and neither site would be viewed as
controversial. SouthWest Station, however, would require a wetland permit, and the proposed ramp
expansion would be viewed as highly controversial. The wetlands permit will require adequate
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alternatives comparisons, which as mentioned above, | do not feel have been properly completed. In
addition, any future construction that involves movement of the soil or dewatering at or near South\West
Station could cause serious structural damage to SouthWest Station buildings and sinking of the surface
parking lots, according to a soil engineer. Therefore, SouthWest Station is not a viable option for a LRT
stop or even just the LRT track itself.

Specifically, the LRT 3A LPA does not have adequate parking along much of the line, and it
relies heavily on SouthWest Station to bear a significant percentage of the total parking burden in order to
meet the parking requirements for federal funding. SouthWest Station cannot handle this unfair parking
burden, as the ramp and surface lots are already FULL!

Page 3-57 of the DEIS for Segment 3 of the 3A (LPA) states that "some intersections may require
partial or full redesign....much of the ROW required for the alignment of Segment 3, the stations, and
proposed park-and-ride lots would need to be acquired...access to businesses may need to be rerouted to
alternate streets. Access to SouthWest Station is currently via Technology Drive only and any redesign of
the intersection of Prairie Center Drive and Technology Drive or of the entrance to SouthWest Station
could dramatically affect access and therefore the viability of the businesses within the Center. Further,
Page 3-65 of the DEIS, Section 3.3.4 Mitigation: "Short-term construction effects may be mitigated
by...deliberate construction staging or phasing, signage, and signal control requirements..." We demand
all forms of construction mitigation be applied to the areas in and around SouthWest Station, and we
require detailed specifics well in advance of the Final Environmental Impact Statement in order to
ascertain if adequate mitigation in all areas is taking place.

Section 5.2.2 Short Term Effects: "Short-term construction effects to adjacent land uses would
primarily come in the form of short-term access/circulation and transportation impacts...Access to
buildings may also be temporarily affected, depending on the location of entrance points. All necessary
steps would be taken to ensure sufficient access to land uses and circulation is maintained during
construction...Depending on the final alignment selected businesses and residences may experience
accessibility impacts at certain times...requiring minor detours for through traffic...Appropriate
notification and signage would be used to alert residents, businesses, and travelers to temporary closures
or route detours.” Page 5-16 Section 5.2.3 of the DEIS Mitigation would use Best Management Practices
(BMP's). Short-term construction effects Page 3-37 (3.1.6.3) will be significant, regardless if they use
BMP's. "Traffic impacts are anticipated to occur around construction staging areas, or where roads may
be temporarily closed for construction of at-grade crossings...this may affect the number of people using
area businesses directly affected by access or construction traffic issues.” Unfortunately, the DEIS fails to
specify where this supposed "staging area" will be. Also, | do not see how they can build at SouthWest
Station without taking additional land by eminent domain for construction staging, and the mess created
from the dust and debris will be significant and distasteful for the SouthWest Station restaurant patrons.
Additionally, there is to be an underground crossing at SouthWest Station, so the street closure will be for
a greater length of time and negatively impacting the businesses for an undetermined period of time. 3.1.7
Mitigation must require that they keep center open and accessible 100% of the time and that the roadways
needed to properly access Technology Drive be unimpaired and fully accessible from both directions.
Rerouting Prairie Center Drive customers to Mitchell road is unacceptable, as no one will go out of their
way to take that route. They will just avoid SouthWest Station entirely and eat elsewhere. "Businesses
and residences may experience difficulties with accessibility at certain times of the day during
construction of the project, and minor detours for through traffic might be required. In general, these
effects will not change the land use of the area during construction, but may affect the number of people
using area businesses directly affected by access or construction traffic issues.” Page 3-39 "Because the
LRT is anticipated to result in long term benefits to land use and is planned for, no mitigation is necessary
or proposed.” This blatant lack of regard for area businesses will not be tolerated.

Page 5-19 shows "Environmental Metrics" of Long-Term effects Under 3A LRT (LPA):
"Parking and access to businesses along this route are unlikely to be affected...Business parking is
provided off site and is not anticipated to be affected by LRT project. Permanent access restrictions for
business are not anticipated. 20 on-street and 11 off-street parking spaces will be eliminated.” This is
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completely erroneous and very important. SouthWest Station is losing 52% of its entire PUD parking
field. SouthWest Station is losing over 180 total parking spaces for employees and patrons alike. Page 5-
21 5.2.4 Mitigation and 5.2.5.2 Mitigation for Parking and Access. SouthWest Station cannot endure any
short-term accessibility/construction impacts let alone long-term ones.

The proposed ramp has now been down-sized from a 1,000-car ramp to a 400-car ramp, but the
taking of land by eminent domain remains unchanged. Page 4-131 "Minnesota State Constitution Article
1, section 13, deals with just compensation for private property taken, destroyed, or damaged for public
use. Table 3.3-1 "Acquisitions include both partial and full parcels. According to federal law, if 10% or
more of a parcel’s land is taken by eminent domain, the entire parcel is deemed to be taken. Page 3-73
Section 3.3.5 "Any business displaced from property by the SouthWest Transitway would be
compensated in accordance with provisions of the Uniform Act...Relocation benefits may be available to
displaced businesses..." We expect SouthWest Station businesses to be relocated and all land, building,
and business owners fully compensated.

The projections for LRT ridership are 28,000-30,000, yet the proposed parking comes nowhere
near meeting these projected demands. Where does the county plan to put the remaining 25,000 cars that
have nowhere to park? One cannot assume that people will rideshare. It does not happen now with the
existing SouthWest Metro Transit Station (SWMT) bus ramp; it is one transit rider per parked vehicle. As
such the methodology used for ridership (Page 6-1 Section 6.1.1) is flawed. We have a sprawling metro
area, which if not the most sprawling of all the states is certainly in the top 3. As such, carpooling and
higher density housing models from across the country do not accurately illustrate true parking demand.
The Bus Park and Ride at SWMT used similarly flawed data, and was built into functional obsolescence
from the moment it was constructed. This miscalculation has put an unfair demand and monitoring burden
upon the owners of the surface parking lots at SouthWest Station. My concern is that this further
erroneous underassessment will create even greater hardships for all SouthWest Station business,
building, and land owners.

The proposed 400-car SouthWest Station ramp expansion would dramatically increase the
number of cars going in and out of the ramp daily. As a result, an alternate route for entering and exiting
would need to be found that would not require the use of SouthWest Station’s entrance, which is private
property. It is imperative that the models used to assess the number of parking spaces needed to
adequately handle the estimated ridership must be re-evaluated. It was stated at the November 3, 2009
meeting that an additional 2,000-2500 parking spaces would need to be added to address ridership
projections, yet this was not done; and, even if it had, it would still be completely inadequate based upon
the actual LRT parking demand. We do not want the newly constructed ramp at SouthWest Station to be
built into obsolescence from the day it is constructed.

As everyone should be aware by now, the SWMT ramp is full and overflow parkers are directed
to St. Andrew’s Church (half a mile away) and then shuttled back to SouthWest Station. In reality, many
of these overflow riders never make it to St. Andrew’s Church, because they find it easier to simply park
on SouthWest Station’s private surface parking lots immediately adjacent to the SWMT ramp. We have
notified SWMT on numerous occasions regarding this serious problem but are told SWMT will not
monitor where their patrons park. SWMT did, however, put up a sign, notifying patrons not to park on
private property, as our numerous signs on site also state. Despite this signage, overflow bus riders
continue to park on our surface lots.

It is well known that there is a huge parking shortage at SouthWest Station. In fact, the
Metropolitan Council Profile on SouthWest Station actually states there is a “shortage of daytime parking
on the site.” As a result of the pre-existing shortage of available parking on the surface lots and in the
ramp, we would expect LRT to self-monitor where its patrons are parking, especially during the prime
daytime hours. Still, none of this will adequately address the parking issues facing SouthWest Station if
LRT continues on its proposed course, unless full compensation is provided. If LRT comes to SouthWest
Station, the poaching will dramatically increase, requiring additional monitoring and expense borne by
SouthWest Station businesses.
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Next, the City of Eden Prairie must enforce the city parking requirements against Santorini for the
number of patrons’ seats it has in its restaurant building. This huge restaurant facility barely has enough
parking to meet the parking demands of its staff alone, which has only exacerbated an already difficult
parking situation. Perplexingly, the City of Eden Prairie has threatened to invoke a new city ordinance,
prohibiting the booting of violators if we do not allow Santorini’s patrons and SWMT riders to continue
poaching on SouthWest Station’s private parking lots, hamstringing us from preserving for our use these
precious parking spaces, despite the fact that neither Santorini nor SWMT pays one cent toward the cost
of the land, real estate taxes, monitoring, maintenance or expenses of any kind related to these private
parking spaces. Additionally, the SWMT pays nothing toward the expenses related to the entranceway
leading to SWMT. Finally, the SWMT transit riders inhibit access to SouthWest Station businesses
between 5:00p.m.-6:00p.m. nightly, as they are barreling out of the ramp after work, effectively
squelching the dinner business. Subsequently, | asked the City of Eden Prairie to address the dangerous
condition that existed when 900 cars sped out of the ramp at the same time, impeding the ability for the
retail strip’s patrons to access the restaurants. The City informed me that they do not get involved in
private property issues. The truth is that it isn’t private property, because the ramp is owned by the City
of Eden Prairie, along with the Cities of Chanhassen and Chaska. Now, we are going to increase this
dangerous condition by 50%. As a result, SouthWest Station will only be further harmed by the additional
LRT park and ride traffic. In addition, at the time SouthWest Station was built, it was believed that some
of the transit riders would actually patronize SouthWest Station businesses. Unfortunately, this has not
happened.

The current Southwest LRT 3A plan shows a taking of Ruby Tuesday’s PUD parking field but
not its building. The logic of leaving the building behind with no surface parking defies all sensibilities
and must immediately be corrected. Additionally, the plan shows an entire taking of the Anchor Bank
parcel including building, land, and PUD parking. The combination of the Anchor Bank and Ruby
Tuesday’s taking by eminent domain is essentially an inverse condemnation of SouthWest Station in
entirety.

Since SouthWest Station is a PUD and we collectively share each other’s parking, there is a right
of ownership conferred to each of us by this classification. If you take Anchor Bank’s and/or Ruby
Tuesday’s parking fields by eminent domain, compensation must be paid not only to the titled landowner,
but to all parcel owners within the SouthWest PUD. It was stated at the November 29, 2012 Public
Meeting that the government is trying to keep acquisitions to a minimum. | found that ironic, as the
proposed plan intends to harm so many SouthWest Station business and property owners with blatant
disregard that | believe eminent domain must be used to acquire all SouthWest Station properties that are
being negatively impacted by LRT.

In Appendix H-1 Page 355, it erroneously lists existing parking for Santorini by corporate name
at 13000 Technology Drive, Eden Prairie, as 175 spaces, but in fact that parcel has only 49 regular
parking spaces and 4 handicapped ones. | pointed out this mistake and only received a “Disclaimer” with
no explanation, and on further questioning | received no response. Additionally, Anchor has 26 parking
stalls, and Ruby Tuesday has 150 plus 6 handicapped ones. Anchor Bank, Ruby Tuesday, SouthWest
Station, LLC and Culvers collectively share their parking fields. As such, the taking of Ruby Tuesday and
Anchor Bank’s parking lots create a myriad of problems for SouthWest Station, SouthWest Station, LLC
and SouthWest Station Management, LLC.

The proposed 3A LRT plan arbitrarily and capriciously amputates 52% of SouthWest Station’s
parking field to build a 400-car parking ramp to meet the LRT 3A parking needs for not only the
surrounding area but for the Eden Prairie regional mall. The remaining parking field remnant no longer
satisfies SouthWest Station’s parking needs and will result in decreased business for each owner and
tenant. Further, we expect substitute surface parking to be returned to meet SouthWest Statin parking
demand. We believe the remaining parking field does not even meet city parking requirements for the
remaining buildings’ total seating and capacity.

The proposed, grossly enlarged ramp changes the entire functionality, character, atmosphere,
aesthetics, visibility, and layout of SouthWest Station, making it no longer viable as a shopping center.
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Section 3.6 Page 3-99 "Visual or aesthetic resources are defined as the natural and built features of the
visible landscape...Visual resource or aesthetic impacts are defined in terms of the physical characteristics
of a project, its potential visibility, and the extent to which the project could affect the quality of the
existing scene or environment." As such, this is yet another reason for eminent domain.

At the July 22, 2009 meeting, | was also told there would be a provision for the first level of the
newly expanded SWMT ramp to be used by SouthWest Station tenants and owners to meet their parking
needs. Unfortunately, this is not a viable long-term solution, as the ramp will eventually fill up with LRT
riders, and these temporary rights will once again be taken away (the SouthWest Station employees
originally had rights to park in SWMT ramp until the ramp was full 100% of the time). Further, even if
these rights are not temporary, the ramp will be filled with people commuting to work in the morning, and
thus there will be no availability during the crunch time over the lunch hour. Finally, it is a proven fact
that customers far prefer to park in surface parking spaces over parking in a ramp. Therefore, our tenants
and owners will suffer greatly by this loss of surface parking. No rights conveyed through use of a
parking ramp would mitigate any damage to the SouthWest Station. If we currently do not have adequate
parking for the existing businesses, because of Santorini’s and SWMT’s riders’ poaching, the overflow
parking in Ruby Tuesday’s lot, and the employee parking in Anchor Bank’s lot, how are we going to
survive with 52% less surface parking in the future? Obviously, we won’t!

Furthermore, | was told at this meeting that there would be some retail put in on the first level of
the SWMT ramp. This had better not be the case. The Southwest LRT plan also shows an addition of a
bistro, the relocation of Ruby Tuesday, and/or the addition of newly created retail space on the first level
of the proposed ramp expansion. | do not think it is appropriate for the government to be adding
competition, increasing the parking demand on existing businesses, and/or taking away potential future
users from the existing owners and tenants of the SouthWest Station PUD.

SouthWest Station can barely handle the customers’ and employees’ parking demand, so it cannot
be further burdened by additional businesses regardless if there is some conveyance of supposed ramp
parking spaces or not. If the plan is to bring in a developer, allowing yet another entity to assert its
interests—interests that may not coincide with the interests of SouthWest Station, SWMT, or the
SouthWest Transitway—we simply cannot allow that to happen. As Declarant of SouthWest Station,
Chief Manager of SouthWest Station, LLC, Chief Manager of SouthWest Station Management, LLC, and
Trustee of the Janet C. Snyder Irrevocable Trust, | must oppose yet another stumbling block hurled into
the operation pathway of SouthWest Station Center.

Finally, at several of the past LRT meetings, it has been stated that “no one” wants to disrupt
things around Eden Prairie Center, a large regional mall with a surfeit of unused, daily parking, resulting
in Eden Prairie Center’s proposed LRT parking demand being partly shifted onto SouthWest Station.
Why does SouthWest Station have to bear the parking burden for a regional mall and a majority of the
southwest corridor of the 3A line anyway?

The Janet C. Snyder Irrevocable Trust bought the retail strip at SouthWest Station in 2004 prior
to any proposed LRT discussions. We paid 4.2 million dollars and have spent well over a half million
dollars rebuilding the sewer and water system, without the financial support of the City of Eden Prairie,
thus increasing our overall capital investment to 4.7 million. Now, we are facing a serious decrease in the
retail strip’s property value with this threatened condemnation of our much needed employee parking,
overflow patron parking, and loss of our snow storage area at an additional estimated annual cost of
$50,000.00.

Every step of the way, we have vehemently opposed SouthWest Station as an LRT stop on the 3A
LPA. Therefore, if the LRT 3A plan moves forward as proposed, we will demand that the inverse
condemnation buyout include all parcel owners of SouthWest Station. Each parcel and building has a
diminished future value as a result of LRT. A national expert has advised us the proposed SouthWest
Station stop as part of the LRT 3A plan will have devastating and irreversible effects on SouthWest
Station as a whole; and, the negative economic impact will be VERY GREAT. Further, we were told the
center would be “destroyed” and would not survive the LRT plan as proposed.
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Page 6-54 Section 6.3.2.1 Parking Spaces Eliminated: "Review of conceptual construction limits
along Segment 3 indicates the ROW acquisition and building removal would eliminate approximately 200
associated parking spaces.” | am assuming the bulk of this is from our joint parking lots under the
Declaration. There is no parking provision for replacing these surface lost parking spaces. Of course, the
DEIS shows a net gain of parking of 1950 spaces. Yet, these supposed additions do not benefit SouthWest
Station land or business owners or their patrons. According to the DEIS Section 6.3.4 Mitigation Page 6-
62 “Private parking associated with businesses may be reduced in some cases. Property owners would be
compensated for loss of parking in compliance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property
Acquisition Policies Act. Where the eliminated parking spaces are associated with the displacement of a
business or residence, no mitigation would be required.” This clause refers to Anchor Bank's taking, but it
is also a taking of parking rights given to SouthWest Station property owners under the Declaration.
“Where eliminated spaces are associated with partial property taking acquisitions, mitigation could
include replacing lost parking spaces on nearby property or could be determined in the final agreement
with the property owner consistent with the requirements of the Uniform Relocations and Real Property
Assistance Act of 1970, as amended." This clause refers to Ruby Tuesday’s taking. However, there is no
place on site to locate additional surface parking for employees or patrons.

The noise from construction and the vibrations from pounding in the piles will severely impact
every single restaurant tenant/owners’ sales for the duration of construction and long-term, as customers
once gone will never return; the construction itself will be invasive and problematic, negatively affecting
every single restaurant tenant/owner, as the large equipment and the workers’ vehicles will extend onto
our remaining reduced surface parking field; the increased parking ramp will have a disastrous effect on
the entire center, as SouthWest Station’s infrastructure cannot support another 400 cars entering and
leaving the ramp in an hour and a half window each morning and evening, further reducing sales which
will result in future tenant vacancies; the center will have no visibility on Hwy. 5 and reduced visibility
on Prairie Center Drive, reducing rental rates and causing vacancies; the structural damage to Southwest
Station buildings as a result of the heavy vibrations could be irreparable; and SouthWest Station will no
longer be a viable shopping center with the 52% reduction in overall surface parking spaces. The
vibrations show significant issues to SouthWest Station condo owners, so if SouthWest Station had been
examined, the DEIS would have also shown that vibrations were an issue for SouthWest Station. As such,
we expect the same consideration made to all businesses and landowners of SouthWest Station as are
given to residential owners. We expect to see mitigation for vibration to businesses in the Final EIS,
according to Section 4.8.6 Mitigation Page 4-118 "Detailed vibration analyses will be conducted during
the Final EIS."

Noise Section 4.7 Page 4-76 relates to airborne noise. "Noise from bells, horns, wheel squeal, and
wheel-rail interaction contribute to the projected noise impacts.” It appears we are not deemed a "noise
sensitive land use." Page 4-83 of the DEIS shows a Category 2 noise sensitive land use for the property
between Mitchell Road and SouthWest Station; | believe this is for the SouthWest Station condos (Also
see: Table 4.7-2 Sound exposure Levels, Table 4.7-3 LRT noise impact summary by alternative plan, and
Table 4.7-5 Potential Noise impacts Segment 3A). As such, we expect mitigation to occur for all
SouthWest Station land, building, and business owners, not just the condo owners directly adjacent.

With the significant sinking that has occurred at the SouthWest Station site in the past, we have
grave concerns over the subsidence from disturbed subsoils from construction of the underground tunnel,
the temporary dewatering associated with LRT construction, and the possible permanent dewatering of
the tunnel as the ground water is at 8’ but the construction excavation and tunnel will be at 26’. | would
suggest that the light rail cross above grade so as not to interfere with traffic by crossing at grade. A
geotechnical engineering firm must be hired to specifically deal with the subsidence issue and measure
over several years the potential and actual damage to SouthWest Station due to the building of the LRT
line and the proposed tunnel.

Page 4-1 Section 4.1 Geology and Ground Water. "...Shallow groundwater that would require a
permanent water removal system (dewatering) during construction." This is being proposed for deep
excavation for tunnel of Prairie Center Drive. Any deep cut will cause significant sinking of the entire
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SouthWest Station site. It has proven true with every cut on site whether for sewer/water collapses or for
street work. Clearly this site is subject to even more issues due to the supposed dry riverbed that lies
beneath. The more water that is taken out of the soil and even disturbance to the soil itself, the more
sinking impacts our site will experience. As such, significant compensation will be expected.

Page 4-13 "There are three areas of concern for shallow groundwater...associated wetland areas
between Mitchell Road and SouthWest Station. Groundwater sensitivity Section 4.1.3.6 Page 4-19
"Segment 3: From Prairie Center Drive West approximately 2300 feet." Section 4.1.4.1 Soil erosion is a
concern as the hill is quite steep behind Anchor Bank and they will be tunneling underground. 4.1.4.2
Page 4-21 "The Build Alternatives may have a long-term impact on groundwater if a permanent water
removal system (dewatering) is required. Permanent water removal is anticipated where the cut
extends below the water table. Section 4.1.5.1 Geology "Short-term impacts to soil resources are limited
to those construction activities that would disturb unpaved or permeable surfaces."

"The Soil, Groundwater, and Dewatering Conditions information in Appendix H summarizes the
anticipated side slopes for the major excavation...A table showing the need for excavation shoring is also
shown in Appendix H...Construction activities may degrade soils through compaction and erosion.
Groundwater 4.1.5.2 Page 4-22 "Water removal during construction is anticipated where a cut extends
below the water table, and, in some cases, has been assigned a higher probability than permanent water
removal because of the potential for over-excavation. Impacts relating to construction water removal
would be temporary." Page 4-23 Table 4.1-4 Cut #2 Prairie Center Drive/TH5. "Several stations and cuts
are located within areas of high sensitivity." Page 4-23 4.1.6.1 "During design, additional geotechnical
data would be collected through soil borings, particularly in areas where stations excavations...are
proposed.”

Page 4-24 Section 4.1.6.2 Groundwater Potential Impacts mitigated by: "Limit the amount and
duration of water removal activities. Design water removal systems to reduce impact to wetlands. Section
4.2 Water Resources Page 4-25 "Ecosystems are protected by Federal, state, and local laws because of
their ecological and social functions and values. The primary federal regulations or statutes that apply to
wetlands, flood plains...are the Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 404, the Endangered Species Act, The
RHA, Executive Order #11988, and Department of Transportation Order 5650.2. State and local
regulations that apply to these resources include the public water works permits, WCA, and local
sensitive/critical area ordinance. Impacts to wetlands, floodplains, and other water bodies require
permitting from various agencies...Other permits relating to stormwater management, erosion control,
stream crossing, etc." See Table 4.2-1 Permitting Agencies and Page 4-31 Emergent Wetlands.

Page 4-32 Section 4.2.2.2 "Wetland impacts were defined as those areas where the proposed
construction limits overlap an existing wetland feature, and would cause a change in the boundary of the
wetland. Wetland delineations will be completed during Final Design; final design will also incorporate
measures to reduce and avoid impacts to wetlands to the greatest extent feasible. Any impact to wetlands
requires an approved delineated wetland boundary prior to permit application. The Section 404 and CWA
permitting process will be followed, and appropriate mitigation.”

Page 4-33 Floodplains 4.2.3.1 Segment 3 Purgatory Creek and 4.2.3.2 Page 4-33 NWI data
indicate that the most common study area wetland types are shallow, freshwater emergent; but deep
freshwater wetlands are also common. Page 4-33 Section 4.2.3.3 Long Term Effects: Based on that
analysis...there are multiple potential impacts to wetlands and floodplains...specific BMP's and design
parameters have not been determined. Page 4-41 Alternative LRT 3A (LPA) would impact .9 acres of
wetlands.

Page 4-42 4.2.4 Short-Term Construction Effects: "construction activities...may generate
sediment laden stormwater...this stormwater runoff...has the potential to affect water quality...BMP's
would be used to minimize water quality impacts...the project would include construction of permanent
BMP's such as stormwater ponds.” See Page 4-43 Mitigation 4.2.5 of impacts to wetlands and Table 4.2-3
and Page 4-44 Summary of Surface Water Impacts.

Page 9-27 9.6.11.1 Trends related to Water resources: "Development...has led to the decline of
wetlands because of drainage or filling. More recently, however, developments in suburban areas have
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worked to retain wetland areas. For this reason, wetlands within the study area are most densely
concentrated near the proposed western end of the Southwest Transitway, in the vicinity of Segments 1
and 3...The quality of water resources within the corridor has been negatively affected by previous
development. Paving and construction for new developments throughout the region, including the study
area continue to increase the volume of stormwater runoff by changing ground surfaces from a pervious
to an impervious condition. Additionally, these same activities continue to negatively impact water
quality because pollutants, deposited on impervious surfaces, are readily transported to receiving waters."
Section 9.6.11.2 Anticipated indirect effects: "The anticipated development and redevelopment activities
around station areas likely would involve temporary soil disturbance and possible increase in impervious
surfaces, which could indirectly impact ester resources." Section 6.6.11.4 Mitigation Page 9-28
"Permanent impacts to wetlands and floodplains will be mitigated according to applicable regulations and
temporary and indirect impacts will be mitigated through construction BMP's. RFAAs would follow
similar approaches mitigating direct and indirect impacts. No additional mitigation is necessary." A more
thorough analysis of impacts at SouthWest Station must be completed and satisfactory mitigation
provided.

Air Quality Page 4-76 Mitigation Section 4.6.6: "Temporary impacts from fugitive dust will be
minimized or avoided using BMP's. These may include but are not limited to applying water to exposed
soil, limiting the extent and duration of exposed soil, and limiting the amount of idle time for construction
equipment.” We expect the site kept clean from airborne dust and construction debris at all times without
exception.

Finally, security issues at LRT stations around the country have greatly increased the number and
severity of criminal activities for the neighboring business owners. It appears to me that the DEIS again
makes no effort to assume responsibility for the creation of these problems and just adds something else
for the landowners and businesses to deal with. Page 3-128 3.7.1.1 "...specific safety and security policies
and procedures have not been developed for the SouthWest Transitway." Section 9.6.8 Safety and
security Page 9-25 does nothing to address the need for increased safety and security on site due to LRT
as it makes the areas adjacent to LRT stops more dangerous. On site security by SouthWest Transitway
must be provided at SouthWest Station.

Hennepin County and the City of Eden Prairie want people to believe that the key stakeholders
have had some say in the decision to make SouthWest Station a major LRT parking site, when the truth
iS, we have not. As one of the five original stakeholders brought in to discuss the LRT plan, not one of my
many objections has been given due consideration. Worse yet, each revision has made the plan more
problematic and intrusive for the existing owners at SouthWest Station. Additionally, when the City of
Eden Prairie wanted to set up a business committee to examine LRT plans four years ago, | provided my
business card but never heard from anyone.

Page 9-14 to 9-17 Table 9.5-1 shows Resources with potential indirect effects or cumulative
impacts. | believe what applies to us: Acquisitions and displacement/relocations, visual quality and
aesthetics, safety and security, Geology and groundwater resources, Water resources, air quality, noise,
vibration, economic effects, development effects, transit effects, and effects on roadways. Page 9-21
Section 9.6.4.4 Mitigation "All acquisitions associated with the proposed project (direct impacts) would
be mitigated through applicable relocation assistance program...No other mitigation for indirect effects
and cumulative impacts is proposed.” Section 9.6.7.2 Page 9-24 Anticipated indirect effects: Changes to
the visual character of the areas around the Southwest Transitway would occur.” Section 9.6.7.3
"...SouthWest Transitway project will cumulatively change the views in the study area...and would not be
considered adverse impacts (See Table 9.6-1). This assessment is flawed as is not addressing mitigation
for direct effects, indirect effects and cumulative effects within the DEIS. SouthWest Station will be one
of the hardest impacted sites along the line and yet appropriate mitigation has not been made nor has
eminent domain been correctly applied.

Over 40% ($10.52/square foot or $147,963.00 for just the retail strip housing Caribou, Dickeys,
Chipotle, Noodles, and the former D. Brians) of SouthWest Station, LLC’s base rent is real estate taxes,
and | was told this was the number one stumbling block for renting vacant space. As such, the
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governmental agencies need to recognize where their annual budget dollars come from and respond
accordingly by protecting property owners’ interests throughout the DEIS and elsewhere. Given the
burdensome nature of SouthWest Station real estate taxes, one has to ask why the DEIS specifically
ignored SouthWest Station business disruptions and failed to adequately provide mitigation, if it provided
any at all. If the LRT line did not go along Highway 5 at this point, removing the stop at SouthWest
Station altogether, SouthWest Station would remain the vital and vibrant center it is today. There are
significant issues and losses related to the detrimental short-term and long-term impacts and cumulative
impacts of the proposed LRT on SouthWest Station known and unknown, seen and unforeseen, asserted
and unasserted, alleged and unalleged, visible and invisible that supports an inverse condemnation of
SouthWest Station.

Lastly, I’d like to point out that the 1A alignment should be the preferred alternative if given its
due consideration. Its transit path has already been created with tax payer dollars, so taxing us twice to
create a more expensive, less viable, and slower option seems unthinkable. Therefore, the LRT 3A
alignment should be removed from further consideration. Alternatively, the line could end prior to
SouthWest Station.

Regards,

Chergl £, Bolidon
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Comment#48:<

Kelly Nelson To swecorridor@co.hennepin.mn.us
P <kelly@kellynelson.net>

12/27/2012 06:45 PM

cc
bcc

Subject SWLRT DEIS Comments

Hello-
I am submitting the following comments on the SWLRT DEIS:

Impacts to the Farmer’s Market . It is unclear how much the planning process has engaged | |_].
the Minneapolis Farmer’s Market. | can find no reference to it in the DEIS save in lists of
businesses in Appendix H. |2
The Farmer’s Market currently draws high traffic into the immediate proximity of the

proposed Royalston station; any positive impacts to the Market from increased access, and
negative impacts from upset traffic patterns should be studied prior to positioning the routing |2
and the Royalston station location.

7" St. N Crossing . The DEIS discusses a tunnel of the route under 7" St N adjacent to the
Interchange site. Subsequently it has been proposed that the crossing will be via a bridge. J 1 1
The potential for a grade crossing does not appear to be under consideration. A grade

crossing should be studied as an alternative. It is important to balance any short-term
impacts to automotive traffic with the long-term adverse impacts to development and
community connectedness from a railroad overpass.

Border Avenue Alternative . Border Avenue should be investigated as a route alternative to
Royalston. The elevation of a Border Avenue station would provide easier access to
adjacent businesses than would a Royalston Station significantly above the businesses below.
In addition, a Border Avenue station would afford better access to the Minneapolis Farmers G 2
Market. It would appear a routing would be possible leveraging the significant width of the
Olson Highway road corridor between 7" St & Border at the north end of Border. At the
south end, the ample room under the 1-94 overpass on either side of Glenwood could
foreseeably be utilized to route the rail diagonally toward the existing rail corridor, perhaps
using Aldrich Avenue for the final block.

Respectfully,

Kelly Nelson
Minneapolis North Loop Resident
SWLRT CAC Member
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Comment#48<

y Joannesi'g@RATE To swecorridor <swcorridor@co.hennepin.mn.us>
s <strate msn.com>
cc
1212712012 0715 P - See Comment #790 for

Subject Southwest L Theme Dellneatlons

A couple of my neighbors want me to send you a response as it relates to the progression of the 3A line
and the PROPOSED Smetana Crossing on the border of Hopkins & east Minnetonka....we are 3 of the
114 units which will be effected with severe nosie & vibration as cited by the DEIS study. | have already
responded various times regarding this & other issues...see below. | feel it's all in vain and it's politics as
usual. | plan to investigate the legal Minnetonka noise levels as well. With that information, I'll probably
contact WCCO-TV's reality check so the Met Council & company can't hide the true facts of the matter.
Just so happens | work at a TV station and have contacts in the industry. If this waste of tax payer dollars
continue and the line remains as the recommended 3A, then we need a QUIET ZONE. Per page 4-88 of
the study, Pompano Drive residents are Segment 3, category 2 and it's noted there are 114 severe
impacted units. The Quiet Zone for the Smetana Crossing should be no train whistles and no
post-mounted horns on the gates. To protect the citizens, we need only 4 quadrant gates with a
median barrier. A train passing every 7:30 will be impossible to live with and no one can sit outside or

WILL SUBSEQUENTLY DECREASE, NOT INCREASE AS SOME HAVE BLATANTLY LIED TO US.
Don't know if we could even get a buyer for our units!!!

Joanne Strate, 5417 Pompano Drive, 952-935-3999

Marion & David Wolf, 5409 Pompano Drive, 952-938-3962
Austin Miller & Kylie Otte, 5411 Pompano Drive, 612-381-7117

FYI...LRT is not the answer to transportation problems!

Starving the rest of our transportation system in favor of a more expensive, less efficient and totally
inflexible light-rail system is the epitome of politics trumping common sense! Using the Met Council’s
2010 report, the cost of a single ride on the Hiawatha line is $2.46. Riders pay only $.99 of this cost,
leaving almost 60% subsidized by the public. But this isn’t the true cost. Add in the 30 year amortized
costs of bonding and a single ride actually cost $6.42 which is an 85% subsidy! This equates to the public
spending $15M PER YEAR. The Northstar line costs $13M, Central estimated @ $17M and SW is $12M.
Improve bus service and rebuild critical highway infrastructure. The LRT mode of transportation has a
negligible effect on traffic congestion! When you look at the costs, building more light rail lines like the SW
LRT is nothing short of a money pit that will bankrupt our state. It's time to cut our losses and stop this
madness!

Further issues...

TO: Southwest Light Rail Project Staff
ATTN: Deb Sisneros
DATE: 11/16/11

| understand the SW LRT is in the early design and engineering stages now. I'm a resident of Beachside
Two-II town home development in Minnetonka which has 5 Associations. It's established & very large. |
have been battling the Metropolitan Council, to no avail, to change the route from 3A to 1A as detailed in
the following four very good reasons. It doesn’t have to be politics /lobbyists as usual to jam this decision
down our throats to satisfy the “Opus World” of wishful thinking occupancy 25 years from now. They can
have an adjacent station 4 blocks off Smetana. Perhaps my concerns & LOGIC will reach a receptive
ear and common sense will rule the day!
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ISSUE #1 - Route 1A would run on existing rail lines and would be far cheaper to the general public than
3A. Exact savings I'm sure have been calculated but not shared via the Met Council. Isn’t the Federal
government trying to cut costs these days due to our ridiculous economy? Does the added cost really
justify the 3A route?

ISSUE #2 - The 3A route goes through Opus and crosses Smetana Rd on the way to downtown Hopkins.
I live ONE block from this crossing! This is adjacent to residential zones, not empty lots or commercial
property. People sleep here! Note: The average town home price is $200K+ and we're not an eye-sore
community! Trains running every 10:00 from 5a-1a with their vibration and warning bells is a definite
“pollution” problem. Per the Met Council, it would be similar decibels to a blender ...I'm sure if you're
deaf! And it's supposed to increase home value. Where’'s the logic in that? | don't live next to a station
and would only hear, see, and feel the effects of the continuous trains which would lower my value for
such an intrusion ONE block away! I'm 100% sure you wouldn’t want to live here. Bad choice with zero
disregard to surrounding upscale town homes and the rental apartments on the north side of Smetana!
ISSUE #3 - Safety and congestion concerns are an issue. Smetana is a road with a long, steep grade.
During the winter months if it's snowing or icy, it's difficult to navigate. Stopping abruptly at a crossing
could be very dangerous. And lots of cars & semi’s use this road. I'm assuming some one did a traffic
flow assessment to merit my observations. Therefore, | predict car accidents waiting to happen and
possibly horrible fatalities which could be prevented. Who wants a death on their shoulders/conscience?
Logic doesn't prevail here. Note: There have been accident/deaths on the existing Hiawatha Line already
without any of these concerns in play. The congestion would be another headache. Not so with route 1A!

ISSUE #4 - As it relates to human life, St. Therese is an upscale senior high-rise east of the crossing. In
the last two days alone, 4 ambulances have sped down Smetana in route to address medical issues.
Now imagine waiting for the crossing arm & traffic to clear/subside when every minute counts! This could
be your parent’s life in jeopardy! Get St. Therese’s input. AGAIN...BAD CHOICE OF
CROSSING/ROUTE!

Put some thought into doing the right thing for all concerned. Share with other decision-makers too.
Thank you for your time, understanding & anticipated cooperation. | look forward to a change in the route!
(Obviously Gail Dorfman, Mark Fuhrman & company haven't seen the light! Save gas & help traffic is
their response!)

Also, by 2030 when this line is supposed to be at it's peak for Opus, which currently has alot of
vacancy, people will be working out of their homes. Not even commuting to work. Dah? The
undesirables will be using the line for crime instead and the public will pay dearly for their
opportunity to ride the rails. Even the Northstar line ridership is having problems already! What
about the trees & wildlife effected? What about the St. Louis Park freight lines issues? | guess |
could go on & on. Is anyone listening and thinking rationally? Or...politics as usual?

Feel free to give me some real comments and not a canned response.

IF NOTHING ELSE...A QUIET ZONE @ THE SMETANA CROSSING. |
DON'T WANT TO MOVE!

Thank you for your anticipated understanding, compassion, and action,
Joanne

Joanne Strate
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952-935-3999
strate51@msn.com
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Commentt#48E

DEC 27 2012

December 10, 2012 ji Services

Sent US Postal & Email: swcorridor@co.hennepin.mn.us

Hennepin County Housing, Community Works & Transit
ATTN: Southwest Transitway

¢/o Minnesota Metropolitan Council

701 Fourth Avenue South, Suite 400

See Comment #362 for
Theme Delineations

RE: DEIS for the Southwest Light Rail Project and proposed Royalston Avenue Construction & Station

Minneapolis, MN 55415

To Whom It May Concern:

We are writing to you today as a property owner of the Royalston City Market located at 415 & 501
Royalston Avenue. Our properties are bordered between Royalston & Border Avenue (east/west) and
Highway 55/0lson Memorial (north). We own approximately 8 acres and the land is currently
developed with two, multiple tenant office/warehouse properties consisting of 220,000 square feet.
Upon our initial review, the DEIS has a number of inadequacies and reflects a lack of understanding of
the current conditions and business operations for my property and its tenants/businesses along
Royalston Avenue.

From the current plan shown on the Southwest Corridor website, it appears the Southwest Light Rail is
proposed to travel up and down Royalston Avenue with a “Royalston Stop” constructed near the
southeast corner of our 415 Royalston property.

The DEIS does not reflect an understanding of the business operation of the Royalston City Market
tenants/businesses. Our property is a profitable, thriving, office/industrial property which is home to
five businesses with over 150 owners/employees. While each business is different, all require
unfettered vehicular access from Royalston AND Border Avenue. The DEIS shows that the SW LRT, as
proposed, will make it virtually impossible for some businesses to continue to operate profitably at their
current locations.

The DEIS shows a clear lack of understanding of the geographic constraints of the Royalston City Market
tenants/businesses. Additionally, the DEIS anticipates land use changes with no suggested
implementation or mitigation for existing tenants/businesses at Royalston City Market that will be
affected by the SW LRT. Ata minimum there will be business disruption during construction and the
likelihood that the businesses will not be able to survive construction. In addition, it is clear that these
businesses may be unable to conduct their business after construction.
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Specific Comments {by section):
2.1.3 LOCALLY PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE RECOMMENDATIONS

As it relates to the Locally Preferred Alternative for the Royalston Station concerning safety, access,
accessibility, visual sightlines and cross-access. We feel that discussions should be reviewed to construct
an “at-grade” platform and access at the Royalston Station path across 7™ Street & Hwy 55.

The plans for the construction of the light rail as it relates to the crossing of Highway 55 and 7™Street is
of major concern for our Royalston City Market properties. Whether the trains cross Highway 55 at
grade level, by way of a tunnel, or if the plans are to elevate the light rail tracks, this construction and
elevation wili most certainly have a huge negative impact on the value of our real estate. Elevated rail
lines would leave our now “excellent visibility” to “no visibility”, leaving our Royalston City Market
properties in the “shadows” of the light rail tracks and out of direct visibility of our major clientele, the
downtown business community. Also worth noting is the loitering and “less than desirable” clientele
that would use this “shadow area” for their temporary residence whereby decreasing the value of my
real estate asset.

There has been some information in the marketplace that Border Avenue might be an alternative route
for this Southwest Light Rail and its connection to the interchange Transit Hub. | would like to make it
clear that losing trucking and vehicle access to my Royalston City Market properties along Border
Avenue would also have a great negative impact on the value of my real estate. We have major
concerns for our tenant/businesses trucking accessibility during construction and after the rail line is
complete. Our praperties have continuous large truck traffic throughout the day which we must insure
this accessibility is maintained or risk being in breach of our lease commitments. This particular issue
must be studied early in order to adequately mitigate the impact of construction and long term
vehicular and trucking access on the business operations.

With the construction of light rail along Border Avenue, the Royalston City Market properties and the
tenants/businesses within the properties would lose all major trucking access to loading docks and
parking areas. Accessibility to and from 1-94 is crucial for our current and future tenants at the
Royalston City Market. Without this type of access, the properties would suffer major asset losses.

3.1.5 LONG TERM EFFECTS

The DEIS states “improved accessibility will help the study area become more attractive to business and
residential opportunities, especially when linking to major employment centers with rapid transit.”
While the SW LRT may make the area more attractive to business and residential opportunities, the
plan, as presented, will have the impact of dislocating the businesses at Royalston City Market. Further
study is required to insure the businesses’ ability to continue at their current location.

The DEIS anticipates land use changes with no plan for implementation. The DEIS requires further study
of how the proposed SW LRT will affect the current land use and how the proposed change in land use
will be implemented. The DEIS proposes “no mitigation” for land use changes, stating that the
preliminary engineering will work to mitigate local concerns. This is not adequate to meet the needs of
the Rovyalston City Market businesses.

3.1.7 MITIGATION
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The DEIS states that “businesses and residents may experience difficulties with accessibility at certain
times of day during the construction of the project, and minor detours for through traffic might be
required. In general, these effects will not change the land use of the area during construction, but may
affect the number of people using area businesses directly affected by access or construction traffic
issues.” This statement shows a complete lack of understanding of the nature and operation of the
businesses at the Royalston City Market. Qur properties fronting Royalsten Avenue will have access
totally eliminated during construction because some tenants have only one driveway option. This
particular issue must be studied early in order to adequately mitigate the impact of construction on the
business operaticns. It will not be satisfactory to simply supply “appropriate notification and signage.”

3.2.2.6 NEIGHBQRHOODS AND COMMUNITY COHESION

On page 3-58 there is a statement related to access: “The implementation of LRT service would not
sever roadway or drive way connections or remove the existing multiple-use trail adjacent to the
proposed guideway alignment of Segment A.” Again, this statement shows a lack of understanding and
familiarity with the Royalston City Market tenants/businesses. We have major concerns for our tenant’s
trucking accessibility during construction and after the rail line is complete. Our properties have
continuous large truck traffic throughout the day which we must insure this accessibility is maintained
or risk being in breach of our lease commitments. It must be a priority in early Preliminary Engineering,
to study the long-term effects of the route and station placement on these businesses. This study must
determine if and when acquisition is necessary. Alignment along the Royalston Avenue right-of-way —
center, west side and eastside, should be evaluated for effects on adjacent businesses weighed against
keeping two-way traffic.

3.2.2.7 SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS BY BUILD ALTERNATIVE

The statement in the DEIS that the LRT 3A (LPA)} alternative “is not anticipated to have significant
impacts to neighborhoods or community cohesion” is inaccurate as it refates to the Royalston City
Market tenant/business community. Further study is required to determine its impact on this thriving
business district.

3.3.5 MITIGATION

Our Royalston City Market will be negatively impacted by the alignment and platform. We have
tenants/businesses that require direct, frequent and unfettered access from semi-trucks. Some tenants
have only one access onto Royalston Avenue. Construction will severely impact or eliminate their
access. We have major concerns for our tenant’s trucking accessibility during construction and after the
rail line is complete. Our properties have continuous large truck traffic throughout the day which we
must insure this accessibility is maintained or risk being in breach of our lease commitments. The long
term effects of conducting business must be a priority for study during early in the Preliminary
Engineering process in order to determine if and when acquisition is necessary. Alignment along the
Royalston Avenue right-of-way — center, west side and east side — must be evaluated for effects on
adjacent businesses, weighted against keeping two-way traffic circulation.

4.7.3 NOISE — LONG TERM EFFECTS

With the rail lines being constructed so close to our properties and us not yet having been informed to
the construction process, we are unaware if we should be concerned about the long term noise from
the train cars which may negatively impact our Royalston City Market properties and our
tenants/businesses.
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4.7.6 NOISE - CONSTRUCTION NOISE MITIGATION

We have great concern with the noise levels for our Royalston City Market tenants and their businesses
as the light rail is under construction.

4.8.3 VIBRATION — SHORT TERM AND LONG TERM EFFECTS

With the rail lines being constructed so close to our Royalston City Market properties and us not yet
having been informed to the construction process, we are unaware if we should be concerned about
earth movement and/or vibrations issues which may negatively impact our properties and our
tenants/businesses. We have great concern with the vibrations which may negatively affect our tenants
and their businesses as the light rail is under construction as well as the vibrations from the daily train
scheduies once the project is completed.

5.1 ECONOMIC CONDITIONS

The DEIS states that the Southwest Transitway will contribute to the local businesses by increasing
accessibility. This is not true for the tenants/businesses of the Royalston City Market. Qur tenants wili
have decreased access and restricted roadways and therefore the SW LRT will not contribute to
competitive advantage for the businesses. Further study, during early preliminary engineering, is
required to insure that the businesses at the Royalston City Market are able to remain competitive.

5.2.2 SHORT TERM EFFECTS

We feel that the Royalston City Market and its tenants/businesses at the Royalston Station will be
hegatively impacted by the iocation of the alignment and platform. These are industrial businesses that
require direct, frequent and unfettered access from semi-trucks and some businesses contain only one
access onto Royalston Avenue. We have major concerns for our tenant’s trucking accessibility during
construction and after the rail tine is complete. Our properties have continuous large truck traffic
throughout the day which we must insure this accessibility is maintained or risk being in breach of our
lease commitments. The long-term effects on the businesses at this site should be a priority to study
early in the Preliminary Engineering process to determine if and when acquisition is necessary.
Alignment along the Royalston Avenue right of way — center, west side and east side- should be
evaluated for effects on adjacent businesses weighed against keeping two-way traffic circulation.

If construction is to occur during the day, as the DEIS states, this will have a devastating impact on the
Royalston City Market tenants/businesses. Further study is required during Preliminary Engineering to
identify means of addressing the short term effects on the existing tenants/businesses.

The DEIS states that “short-term construction effects to the social or economic characteristics of the
study are anticipated to include short and long-term economic gains to each community resulting from
the implementation of any Build Alternative”. This is not true for the Royalston City Market
tenants/businesses. As proposed, the construction effects will have no short or long-term economic
gain to the businesses, they will more likely have an economic loss, and further study is required to
determine how to mitigate the short and long-term effects of construction on these businesses.

52.3 MITIGATION

The DEIS states that a Construction Access Plan will be developed at the start of major construction
activities. Some tenants/businesses along Royalston Avenue have only one point of access. Preliminary
Engineering must further study how these businesses will be affected during censtruction and develop a

4
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detailed access plan to insure business viability. Table 5.2.3 is not sufficient to address the issues of the
Royalston City Market tenants/businesses. Further study is required and mitigation must be identified
to address the concerns of the Royalston City Market tenants/businesses.

5.2.4 LONG-TERM EFFECTS

In Table 5.2-4, under the LPS's Environmental Metrics, access on Royalston Avenue will be affected. At
least six properties and at least 10 businesses at the Royalston Station will be negatively impacted by the
location of the alignment and platform. These are industrial businesses that require direct, frequent and
unfettered access from semi-trucks and the sites contain only one access onto Royalston Avenue. We
have major concerns for our tenant’s trucking accessibility during construction and after the rail line is
complete. Our properties have continuous large truck traffic throughout the day which we must insure
this accessibility is maintained or risk being in breach of our lease commitments. The long-term effects
to businesses on these sites should be a priority to study in early Preliminary Engineering in order to
determine if and when acquisition is necessary. Alignment along the Royalston Avenue right-of-way,
center, west side and east side — should be evaluated for affects on adjacent businesses weighed against
keeping two-way traffic circulation.

In table 5.2.4 the DEIS contemplates a future change of land use to higher density, mixed use at the
Rovyalston Station. There is the potential for the Royalston Business community to be completely
changed due to the SW LRT. Further study is required, during Preliminary Engineering to determine if
and when acquisition is necessary to mitigate negative impacts on the existing businesses or to
determine if acquisition is necessary to facilitate the move to the proposed land use.

In table 5.2-4, under the LRT 3C-2’s Environmental Metrics, it identifies 20 on-street parking spaces for
potential elimination on Royalston Avenue. Since this alignment is the same as the LPA, this information
should be used consistently throughout this table., These 20 on-street parking spaces are essential to
the Royalston City Market tenants/businesses. Preliminary Engineering must develop mitigation for the
loss of those parking spaces to the businesses.

Tahle 5.2-4 states the “parking and access to businesses along this rouie are unlikely to be affected.”
This is not true for the Royalston City Market tenants/businesses. Both parking and access, critical to
the Royalston City Market tenants/businesses, will be greatly affected by the SW LRT. These businesses
have semi-traffic and require frequent, direct and unfettered access to their businesses. Some
Royalston City Market tenants/businesses have only one access point for their businesses. Early
Preliminary Engineering must identify alternative access and parking for these businesses.

6.2.2.2 PYHYSICAL MODIFICATIONS TO EXISTING ROADWAYS

The DEIS states that “conceptual designs indicated that construction of the Southwest Transitway is
likely to result in minor physical modifications to existing roadways that may affect local circulation
patterns.” This is not true for the Royalston City Market tenants/businesses. The SW Transitway will
have major affects to the circulation patterns around Royalston, Border & Holden Avenues.

On page 6-20, closing of Holden Street is identified. The closing of this intersection will have a
significant impact on access to the Royalston City Market tenants/businesses. Early Preliminary
Engineering must identify alternative access for the Royalston City Market tenants/businesses to
mitigate the effect of closing Holden Avenue.
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At the top of page 6-35, the closing of the Royalston and 5™ Avenue North intersection is identified as a
necessity for Segment C-2. Since this alignment is the same as the LPA in this area and the closing of this
intersection has not been mentioned under the LPA, this inconsistency needs to be addressed. The
Rovyalston City Market tenants/businesses have serious concerns about closing this intersection.

6.2.2.6 BUILDING/FACILITY ACCESS

The Royalston City Market properties/tenants/businesses should be included in the list of properties
with affected access in the Build Alternative.

6.3.1.3 TRUCKING

The Royalston City Market will be negatively impacted by the location and alignment of the Royalston
Station platform. Our tenants/businesses are industrial businesses that require frequent, direct and
unfettered access from semi-trucks with some tenants having only one access which is Royalston
Avenue. We have major concerns for our tenant’s trucking accessibility during construction and after
the rail line is complete. Our properties have continuous large truck traffic throughout the day which
we must insure this accessibility is maintained or risk being in breach of our lease commitments. The
long-term effects to doing businesses on these sites should be a priority to study early in early
Preliminary Engineering to determine if and when acquisition is necessary. Alignment along the
Royalston Avenue right-of-way — center, west side and east side- should be evaluated for effects on
adjacent businesses weighed against keeping two-way traffic circulation.

6.3.2.3 TRUCKING

At the top of page 6-58, truck access and movement issues are discussed. There is no mention of the
industrial businesses along Royalston Avenue and it states that no significant impacts are anticipated.
That is not true for the Royalston City Market tenants/businesses. The tenants/businesses along
Royalston Avenue could have minimized, or eliminated, access for trucks due to turning movement
constraints. This must be studied further during early Preliminary Engineering.

9.2.2 INDIRECT EFFECTS

The DEIS identifies that the indirect effects are desired and consistent with local plans. While consistent
with existing land use plans, there is no plan for addressing the issues of the existing businesses. The
impact of the SW Transitway on the existing businesses must be studied during early Preliminary
Engineering to determine whether acquisition is necessary.

9.6.21.3 ANTICIPATED CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

The DEIS anticipates job creation as a result of the SW Transitway. The Royalston City Market
tenants/businesses currently have in excess of 150 jobs. There is the potential for these jobs to be lost
and a resulting decrease in jobs, as a result of the impact of the SW Transitway on the Royalston City
Market tenants/businesses.

9.6.22.4 MITIGATION

While the indirect and curmnulative impacts of the SW Transitway at the Royalston station may be
anticipated, further study is required to determine if the impacts are so negative on the properties &
businesses that acquisition is required.
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9.6.2.4 MITIGATION

The DEIS states that “no mitigation for the expected indirect effects and cumulative impacts to land use
is proposed for any of the Build Alternatives.” The statement that Preliminary Engineering will work to
mitigate local concerns is not adequate to address the impact on the Royalston City Market properties,
tenants/businesses. Preliminary Engineering must study the impact on the Royalston City Market
properties, tenants/businesses to determine if acquisition is necessary and to identify potential
relocation areas.

11.1  EVALUATION RELATIVE TO PROJECT GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

The DEIS states that the “Southwest Transitway” would be developed to avoid as much disruption as
possible to neighborhoods, commercial districts and historic areas in the corridor.” In addition,
“another objective of the Southwest Transitway” project is to support public and private economic
development ... " This statement of goals and objectives is in direct conflict with the impact the SW
Transitway will have on the Royalston City Market tenants/business community. As proposed, the SW
Transitway will totally disrupt the Royalston City Market tenant/business community and will not
support private economic development. Further study is required in Preliminary Engineering to insure
the goals and objectives of the project can be achieved with minimal disruption to the existing business
community.

In summary, we continue to lease office & warehouse space within our Royalston City Market and are
gravely concerned that having construction of this capacity in and around our properties will negatively
impact the success of our future leasing efforts. We have recent experience with this type of adverse
market conditions. Tenant’s considering our properties will be concerned and skittish about entering
into a lease with an undeterminable future which negatively impacts the asset value of the properties.

Please keep us informed as to the progress of the Southwest Light Rail. We will be keeping a close eye
on this progress and how it will impact our real estate values both during and after construction.

Sincerely,

WL Lﬂ)jé&m«. _— R

Robert D. Salmen
Chief Manager
Royalston City Market

bobsalmen@efsinvestments.com

612.991.8000 (cell)

Cc: Richard Salmen, Esquire
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Comment#487

// St. Louis Park

=

December 21, 2012

www.stlouispark.org

Hennepin County “ S

Housing, Community Works & Transit
ATTN: Southwest Transitway

701 Fourth Avenue South, Suite 400
Minneapolis, MN 55415

SUBJECT:  Comments on the Southwest Transitway Draft Environmental Impact
y Statement (SW DEILS)

The City of St. Louis Park appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Southwest Transitway
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SW DEIS). Attached are comments derived from
applying the City’s SW LRT and freight rail policies to the information presented in the SW
DEIS, and general comments regarding information and analyses in the SW DEIS.

In its September 2011 letter to the Met Council, the Federal Transit Administration (FTA)
required that routing of freight rail traffic be incorporated into the SW Transitway project and C
DEIS as a condition of the FTA’s funding of the SWLRT project. Alternative 3A-1 (co-locating
freight rail and light rail in the Kenilworth corridor) was subsequently added into the SW DEIS.
The SW DEIS concludes that Alternative 3A (LRT in Kenilworth corridor and freight rail re-
located to the MN&S/BNSF) should be considered the “Environmentally Preferred Alternative.”

Overall, the City of St. Louis Park has not found information in the SW DEIS that supports this
conclusion. There is not a fair, even and consistent comparison of the freight alternatives, and
the data provided does not equate with the summary conclusions put forth in the SW DEIS.

The DEIS shows alternatives 3A and 3A-1 to be equal in many regards. Both achieve the basic
purpose of constructing a LRT project well; ridership projections are equal, and operating costs
are estimated to be equal. Improvements to regional mobility, access to jobs, and improvements
to air quality are also equal. However, it is unclear on what basis Alternative 3A (relocation) C
was judged to be superior to alternative 3A-1 (colocation); we explain in detail our specific
concemns in the attached comments.

The City of St. Louis Park requests that Hennepin County and the Metropolitan Council address
the inadequacies in the SW DEIS to provide a much more fair and even evaluation of the two
freight rail alternatives in order that the Metropolitan Council has a sound basis for making a
responsible routing decision.

5005 Minnetonka Blvd. » St. Louis Park, Minnesota 55416-2216
Phone: (952) 924-2500 * Fax: (952) 924-2170 * Hearing Impaired: (952) 924-2518 1459
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I. Evaluation of SW DEIS in Context of St. Louis Park SW LRT and
Freight Rail Policies

The City of St. Louis Park has been and continues to be a strong supporter of the Southwest
Transitway LRT project. We look forward to implementation of SW LRT and the initiation of light
rail train service for the benefit of our residents, our businesses and the region at large. Expansion of
the transit system in the Metro area is a wise and prudent investment supported by the City of St.
Louis Park. We have been eager and willing participants throughout the SW Transitway planning
process and look forward to our participation in the SW LRT design process.

The City’s support for SW LRT was memorialized in Resolution 10-005 (attached) sent to the
Metropolitan Council in January 2010. The resolution stated the City’s support for the SW LRT
project and the Locally Preferred Alternative for the light rail trains, alternative 3A (relocation). It
also acknowledged that construction of the SWLRT line would require changes to freight rail in St.
Louis Park and Minneapolis, and it expressed concerns that the impacts of the freight rail changes be
identified fairly and addressed fully.

The support for SW LRT was stated again in Resolution 10-070 in July 2010. That resolution also
recognized the continued challenge presented by freight rail for the implementation of the SW LRT
project and stated the conditions under which the rerouting of train traffic from the Kenilworth
corridor to the MN&S tracks would be acceptable to the City of St. Louis Park. The resolution
established the conditions under which the City would accept relocation of the freight trains to the
MNG&S tracks.

Below is the text from Resolution 10-070 which states the city’s policy regarding freight rail
rerouting. It says:

“NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of St. Louis Park that the City of St.
Louis Park:

1. Supports the implementation of the Southwest Transitway LRT project; and, A

2. Continues to support the May 23, 2001 Railroad Task Force Recommendations adopted by
the City Council October 21, 2001; and,

3. Opposes the introduction of any rerouted freight rail traffic north and south through the City
of St. Louis Park; and,

4. Opposes the rerouting of freight rail traffic from the Kenilworth corridor to St. Louis Park
unless the following conditions are clearly met:
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Paragraphs 4a through 4f in Resolution 10-070 (above) spell out the conditions under which the City
of St. Louis Park would find re-routing Kenilworth train traffic to the MN&S tracks acceptable. Key
among the conditions are (1) that it be shown that no other viable route for freight rail exists; and, (2)

It is established through a very thorough and careful analysis that no other viable route
exists;

There is appropriate mitigation of any and all negative impacts associated with rail
rerouting, funded by sources other than the City of St. Louis Park. Potential negative
impacts that should be addressed include but are not limited to noise, vibration, odors,
traffic congestion and safety, school use and safety, park use and safety; and,
circulation/access in the community by vehicle, pedestrian, transit and bicycle;

Elimination of railroad switching, sorting and blocking operations within the City of St.
Louis Park; and funded by some other source than the City of St. Louis Park;

Removal of the existing “wye” rail tracks in the vicinity of Oxford Street and any other
tracks not needed for through train traffic including the rail tracks east of any new
interconnections between the East-West CP-TCWR tracks and the North-South CP-MNS
tracks;

Creation of a freight rail single track corridor with significant right-of-way and safety
measures incorporated between the track and adjacent properties;

Creation of a whistle-quiet zone funded by sources other than the City of St. Louis Park
throughout the entire north-south MNS corridor.”

if freight trains were to be rerouted to the MN&S, adequate mitigation must be provided.

The SW LRT project as described in the DEIS and the analysis provided in the DEIS fail to satisfy
the conditions the City of St. Louis Park established as the basis for accepting rerouting of freight
trains to the MN&S line. St. Louis Park believes that co-location in the Kenilworth corridor could be
a viable route for freight rail; and, even if it proves not to be, the mitigation and other conditions
under which the MN&S route would be acceptable to the City of St. Louis Park have not been met.

The failure of the DEIS to address these issues is described below.

A.

Is there a viable alternative to MN&S for freight rail?

The first condition for accepting re-routing traffic to the MN&S is Resolution 10-070 item 4a: C

“a. It is established through a very thorough and careful analysis that no other viable route

exists;”
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For St. Louis Park, the acceptability of the MN&S tracks for re-routed Kenilworth trains starts with
the question, is there any other viable alternative route for the freight trains? The City’s consultant,
SEH completed analysis that showed how co-location in the Kenilworth corridor is viable. This
analysis and attendant drawings were used as the basis for the co-location alternative and
comparison in the SW DEIS. The SW DEIS does not show that co-location of freight rail and light
rail in the Kenilworth corridor (alternative 3A-1 co-location) is not viable.

1. Section 4(f) Conclusion is Unproven

The DEIS concludes that co-location is not feasible primarily based on the conclusion that co-
location requires the acquisition of .81 acres of Cedar Lake Park. It also concludes that this would
not be a de minimis taking of parkland and that it would “constitute a section 4(f) use”, which means
use of the Cedar Lake Park land would not be allowed by the federal Secretary of Transportation,
thereby making alternative 3A-1 (co-location) unfeasible.

Section 7.0 of the SW DEIS is labeled draft Section 4(f) evaluation. Its preliminary two-fold
conclusion that the use of Cedar Lake Park “would likely not be avoided” or considered to be de
minimis is unsupported by any factual analysis, does not comply with applicable federal rules, and
exhibits a total disregard for any fair and objective analysis of co-location as a feasible alternative.

There are no facts set forth anywhere in the SW DEIS identifying the purported .81 acres of Cedar
Lake Park to be acquired, nor how the calculation was made. It appears that the area in question is
not actively used by the public, is former railroad property and is the current location of freight rail
tracks in the Kenilworth corridor. At page 7-21, the DEIS states that “conceptual engineering
completed to date” identifies the 0.81 acres. SW DEIS Appendix F (part 3) contains “conceptual
engineering drawings.” They are the drawings prepared for the City of St. Louis by SEH in 2010.
There is nothing in the appendix that addresses or identifies what land needs to be taken for the
relocation of the existing-freight rail tracks; however the 3A-1 (SEH plan) drawings show co-located
trains where the existing freight rail tracks are operating today.

At ES-7 and 2-41, the SW DEIS states that the Kenilworth tracks “would need to be reconstructed to
meet BNSF design standards for clearance requirements.” It is unclear whether a claimed clearance
requirement is linked to the claimed .81 acre impact on Cedar Lake Park. The co-location assumes a
25’ distance between the freight railroad and light rail tracks. This 25 distance is being used by
Hennepin County Regional Rail Authority (HCRRA) for similar projects. Assuming this separation
distance, there is no apparent need to relocate the freight rail track to the west into Cedar Lake Park
any further than it is shown on the concept drawings for alternative 3A-1 (co-location). The freight
rail track would remain in its present location.

The Section 4(f) rules require that a project be designed to avoid or minimize the impact on 4(f)
property. Specifically 23 C.F.R. § 744.3 requires the Metropolitan Council, as part of the co-

4
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location design process to analyze feasible and prudent alternatives, avoid the use of 4(f) property
and if avoidance is not possible, to perform “all possible planning” to minimize harm to the
parkland. There is absolutely no evidence in the DEIS that any attempt has been made, as part of
whatever conceptual engineering on co-location has been performed, to avoid impact to Cedar Lake
Park, if in fact an impact even exists. One seemingly obvious concept would be to shift the
alignment east onto HCRRA property. E2

There are also no facts or analysis as to why any impact to park land that might occur would not be
considered “de minimis” which is defined by applicable rule as an impact that “will not adversely
affect the features, attributes or activities” of the park land. There are no facts or analysis as to why
any minor shifting of the freight rail track along the border of Cedar Lake Park, assuming it cannot
be avoided, would not be de minimis. There are also no facts or analysis, even on a conceptual
level, as to why the Minneapolis Park and Recreation Board would, potentially arbitrarily, refuse to
consider such an impact to be de minimis, especially if mitigating steps were taken to lessen any

S2
S3

impact. S 3

The HCRRA and its consultants prepared the SW DEIS. The Metropolitan Council will lead the
process for the development of the SW FEIS. The SW DEIS concedes that no avoidance or
mitigation analysis has been done on any of the alternatives. At Section 7.2 the SW DEIS states:

A series of coordination meetings will be conducted with the parties that control these
Section 4(s007Aazf) protected properties, and/or the regulatory agencies responsible for
these properties, to discuss the potential for the use of these properties and the results of
avoidance and minimization efforts. The majority of these meetings would occur during
preliminary engineering and would be presented in the Final Section 4(f) Evaluation.

At Section 7.4.1.2, the SW DEIS states:

S1

This summary is preliminary because design is not sufficiently advanced to conclude that
avoidance and minimization measures have been exhausted. Additional efforts will be made
during Preliminary Engineering to avoid or minimize the use of any of these Section 4(f)
properties. The results of this additional analysis will be presented in the Final Section 4(f)
Evaluation.

Despite this acknowledgment and the total lack of any facts in the SW DEIS relating to the claimed
use of Cedar Lake Park, HCRRA at Section 7.4.1.5 of the SW DEIS concludes that co-location
“would” necessitate additional expansion of ROW outside of the HCRRA-owned parcels into
adjacent parkland.” In the next sentence the SW DEIS states that “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.” The Metropolitan Council as the lead agency for the SW FEIS must perform
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an independent, objective 4(f) review in accordance with the rules based upon facts and not

conjecture. S 1

Furthermore, even assuming that co-location would involve an unavoidable use of 4(f) property
which is not de minimis, there is no basis for assuming that re-routing freight trains to the MN&S
route has met the statutory requirement that there be a “prudent and feasible” alternative. Without
additional mitigation, agreement from the railroads on the design of this route, and complete
evaluation of all the impacts associated with this route, that conclusion cannot be reached. The
MN&S route does not meet typical railroad design standards, it presents severe operational
challenges, has unique conditions such as tracks separating St. Louis Park High School from its
athletic field, and tracks passing diagonally through intersections; these have not been adequately
addressed in the SW DEIS and make the SW DEIS’s conclusions unsupportable.

2. Dismissing Alternative 3A-1 (co-location) is Premature

Drawing a conclusion in the SW DEIS that the co-location alternative is not feasible is premature
and contradicts the direction to the Met Council from the FTA to study and address all the concerns
prior to entering into the final design phase of the SWLRT project. The Met Council has not begun
preliminary design, so concluding that co-location is not feasible in the SW DEIS pre-emptively
dismisses the co-location alternative. St. Louis Park believes this conclusion is inappropriate at this
stage of the SW LRT design process.

3. Evaluation of Alternative Needs to Wait for Preliminary Engineering

The analysis of the freight rail impacts of the MN&S route is almost exclusively based on the EAW
work completed on that corridor in 2010-11. Although that is the source of the SW DEIS’s analysis
of the MN&S route, the comments submitted by St. Louis Park and the public regarding the EAW
were not included in the SW DEIS documents or addressed as a part of the analysis. These
comments are pertinent to the evaluation of the prudence and feasibility of the MN&S route for
rerouted freight trains. The City of St. Louis Park dropped its legal challenge of the MN&S EAW
with the understanding that a full analysis of the co-location option as well as the MN&S route
would be done and that this work would include preliminary designs for both routes. The SW DEIS
does not offer any new design or further analysis of either route from what was done during the
MN&S study and the work by the City of St. Louis Park’s own consultants. There needs to be much
more design and cost analysis before a co-location alternative is declared not viable.

B.  Mitigation in SW DEIS is Inadequate

The second condition for accepting re-routing traffic to the MN&S is Resolution 10-070 item 4b:

1467



mferna10
Text Box
C

mferna10
Text Box
C

mferna10
Text Box
C

rzeroka
Text Box
S1


“b.  There is appropriate mitigation of any and all negative impacts associated with rail
rerouting, funded by sources other than the City of St. Louis Park. Potential negative impacts
that should be addressed include but are not limited to noise, vibration, odors, traffic congestion
and safety, school use and safety, park use and safety; and, circulation/access in the community
by vehicle, pedestrian, transit and bicycle;”

The inherent characteristics of the MN&S route require robust mitigation measures to protect the
neighboring residents, businesses, students, community facilities; and, to ensure trains operate
safely. These apply largely to the MN&S route, and many of them also would be necessary under
the 3A-1 (co-location) alternative. A comparison of characteristics of the freight rail route
alternatives is provided later in these SW DEIS comments, in section E.

City Resolution 10-070 recognized the need and importance of mitigation along the MN&S, BNSF
and Bass Lake Spur; and made it a condition of acceptance of the MN&S route for freight rail. The
mitigation alluded to in the SW DEIS is not adequate and falls well short of what is needed if a
reroute to the MN&S is to be successful. Below, the City states the following items must be
included to address negative impacts from freight trains in St. Louis Park.

L4

1. Track improvements/upgrades (both Alternatives 3A (relocation) and 3A-1 (co-location) QO

The proposed improvements will upgrade the tracks to modern mainline standards that will include
continuous welded rail and upgraded crossing signals with gates. This is part of the proposed project
and is among the base improvements needed to make this route functional for the operation of trains.
It is not really a mitigation action but will reduce vibration and noise.

2. Mandatory environmental requirements (both Alternatives 3A (relocation) and 3A-1 (co-
location)

The DEIS indicates that all mandatory environmental requirements such as wetland permits, waste
disposal, erosion control, storm water runoff, construction noise, etc. will be met. This is not

O10

NS,

NG

mitigation and is a basic requirement of any improvements.

012

3. Whistle Quiet Zone (WQZ) and noise mitigation (both Alternatives 3A (relocation) and 3A-1
(co-location)

A Whistle Quiet Zone along the MN&S and Bass Lake Spur is a base line mitigation requirement.
However, it only addresses the noise from train horns, and is not the only train noise mitigation
needed - especially with regards to the MN&S route. The noise of locomotives operating at
maximum power to pull train cars up the steep grades; the noise from train cars banging together and
separating as they are pulled up and down the hilly MN&S route; the squeals of train wheels on tight
curves and the noise of idling trains on the BNSF siding waiting to access the BNSF mainline all
need to be mitigated. The WQZ topic is discussed fully later in Section F of these comments.
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4. Fencing & signage (both Alternatives 3A (relocation) and 3A-1(co-location)

The SW DEIS suggests fencing and signage to minimize pedestrian trespassing, but is not specific as
to which areas would be included. Fencing is needed on both sides of all the tracks for safety. The
tracks pass through single-family neighborhoods, neighborhood commercial areas and, past
neighborhood parks and schools. The MN&S tracks expose these very walkable areas, with many
children and many child-oriented facilities to safety risks. Fencing is needed to reduce these safety
risks.

5. Improvements to reroute coal trains (both Alternatives 3A (relocation) and 3A-1(co-location)

The coal trains that pass through St. Louis Park originate in Wyoming and Montana and bring coal
to a sugar plant in Renville west of the Twin Cities. Currently trains coming from Wyoming and
Montana travel all the way into Minneapolis using the BNSF tracks before backtracking through the
Kenilworth corridor and St. Louis Park west to the sugar plant. The empty coal trains return to
Wyoming and Montana without passing through St. Louis Park or Minneapolis. They go directly
west from the sugar plant to Appleton, MN, and interchange back to the BNSF line.

The loaded coals trains do not use the Appleton interchange because of track conditions on the west
end of the TC&W. A track rehabilitation project to replace cross ties on the western part of the
TC&W would allow for the reroute of the loaded coal trains and eliminate the need for the coal
trains to pass through Minneapolis and St. Louis Park. TC&W has estimated that this project would
cost about $2 million. This is an important improvement that not only reduces train traffic and
attendant negative impacts for both St. Louis Park and Minneapolis, but it makes freight rail
movements more economical and reduces train traffic in the Target Field area.

6. Rail lubricators (Alternative 3A relocation)

Rail lubricators installed in the track are a mitigation to reduce wheel noise and rail wear on the tight
curves of the MN&S route. Lubricators should be included on the MN&S route.

7. Concrete ties or other vibration reduction methods (Alternative 3A relocation)

Concrete ties rather than wood ties would allow for less vibration induced in to the ground, because
of the larger mass of the ties. Concrete ties also work better in the tighter curves to hold gauge.
Vibration and noise are significant issues along the MN&S route especially. The close proximity of
sensitive land uses like homes, the St. Louis Park High School and commercial buildings that
already experience problems from vibrations need to be addressed and mitigated if increased train
traffic is to be accepted on the MN&S.

The Section 4.8.4 of the SW DEIS evaluation of ground vibration for the reroute uses the criteria
“infrequent use” for locomotives and “occasional use” for rail cars. They determined that only one
parcel is impacted from the expected vibration. The SW DEIS use of “infrequent” or “occasional”
use by freight trains is not correct. Section 8.1.3 of the Transit Noise and Vibration Impact

8

1469

R1

03



mferna10
Text Box
Q3

mferna10
Text Box
C

mferna10
Text Box
C

mferna10
Text Box
R1


Assessment is the section that discusses vibration impact criteria for freight trains. The guidelines
require the use of “frequent” use as the guideline. This reduces the maximum impact allowed from
80 VvdB or 75 DvB to 72 DvB. Using the graph in the MN&S Freight Rail Study (Exhibit 3, page
65), in Appendix H, the impacts should have been measured for all residential and commercial
structures on parcels within 150 feet of the track. This needs to be evaluated under the correct
criteria.

8. Elimination of all CP tracks east of Wooddale Avenue (Alternative 3A (relocation) and all
siding east of Wooddale (Alternative 3A ( relocation)

The Bass Lake Spur tracks do not extend east of Wooddale Avenue for any of the alternatives
proposed in the SW DEIS that re-route trains to the MN&S tracks. TC&W railroad has indicated
that unless a direct connection between the Bass Lake Spur to the MN&S tracks southbound is
provided, TC&W will need track with enough space to accommodate 50-75 rail cars east of the
existing switching wye connecting the MN&S tracks to the Bass Lake Spur. Space for 50 to 75 rail
cars would require 3,000 to 4,500 feet of track east of the wye, which means freight rail tracks
stretching east from the switching wye across Wooddale Avenue, across Hwy 100 and almost to
Beltline Boulevard would be needed. This would have severe traffic and congestion impacts. A
south connection from Bass Lake Spur to the MN&S tracks is needed to implement the SW LRT 3A
(relocation) alternative in order to eliminate the tracks east of Wooddale Avenue. The need for the
removal of the switching wye and providing the southbound connection from Bass Lake Spur to the
MN&.S tracks is described more fully later in the SW DEIS comments, in section D. This discussion
focuses on the importance of eliminating freight tracks east of the Wooddale Avenue.

If the freight track remains east of Wooddale Avenue, SW LRT Alternative 3A (relocation) will
have the same station/freight rail conflict issues as those presented by Alternative 3A-1 (co-
location). Freight trains will interfere with the operations of the LRT stations and be a detriment to
development in the area. One of the rationales for re-routing freight trains to the MN&S is to
eliminate any detrimental impacts on stations and station areas created by the presence of freight
trains. If trains are rerouted to the MN&S, it would be absolutely unacceptable to St. Louis Park to
also be saddled with the burden of freight trains re-routed to the MN&S without the benefit of
completely eliminating freight trains from the Wooddale and Beltline Station areas. Trains
maneuvering through the switching wye would block Wooddale Avenue and Beltline Avenues more
severely than trains continuing to use Kenilworth. At least the co-location trains would be simply
moving through the area, whereas maneuvering trains would be stopping and starting. It would be
noisier, more time consuming and much more disruptive to continue the maneuvering than to have
trains moving through. Traffic delays caused by the trains crossing and re-crossing Wooddale
Avenue and Beltline Boulevard and train cars potentially stored on these tracks would disrupt traffic,
interrupt access to the SW LRT stations and create additional safety hazards.

1470



mferna10
Text Box
C

mferna10
Text Box
C

mferna10
Text Box
C


9. Visual blight of an elevated structure to connect from Bass Lake Spur to the MN&S

Connecting the Bass Lake Spur to the MN&S tracks will require a very large elevated structure. It
will be very visible certainly from Louisiana Avenue and Hwy 7, in addition to surrounding
properties. No comprehensive evaluation has been done to show what the structure will look like,
what the visual impact will be on surrounding properties and neighborhoods, or what the impact will
be on development potential near the structure or the existing businesses. The structure will be
roughly one-half of a mile long. The train roadbed will be nearly 45 feet above the street by the time
it crosses Louisiana Avenue, and still rising to a higher point. It does not show the height of the train
cars themselves. When a train is present, the overall height of the structure and train will be well
over 60 feet, the equivalent of a 6 story building. The trains will tower over all of the existing
structures in the immediate area and effect visibility.

While the presence of a SW LRT station at Louisiana is expected to enhance development
opportunities, the presence of the massive rail structure and freight trains traveling on it high in the
air will have an impact that the SW DEIS has not even acknowledged exists, much less attempted to
evaluate. This is a critical issue that must be analyzed carefully, and if the MN&S route is chosen, it
must be mitigated in some significant way. Without robust mitigation, the elevated freight trains and
structure will deprive the SW LRT project of one of its most important potential benefits; major new
private development and business investments. The Louisiana station serves one of the largest
employers and the only hospital along the corridor. Park Nicollet Methodist Hospital is a major
regional institution and a potential engine to drive new investment and job creation if the station area
can provide an environment that is conducive to investment and growth. Elevated freight trains are a
significant challenge to creating that environment. Mitigation needs to be included to address the
potential adverse impacts.

10. Removal of switching wye (both Alternatives 3A (relocation) and 3A-1 (co-location)

The switching wye allows the trains to transfer between the Bass Lake line and the MN&S. This has
been a source of noise for the City for many years. Removal of the switching wye is a requirement
of the City’s resolution 10-070 for the City no matter what freight rail route or SW LRT alternative
is chosen. The switching wye is discussed more fully later in section D of these comments.

11. Connection to MN&S south (both Alternatives 3A (relocation) and 3A-1 co-location)

The proposed alignment in the SW DEIS does not address an efficient move of trains to the south. A
direct south connection track is one of the steps necessary for the removal of the switching wye
(discussed in greater detail in section D of these comments) and allows for an efficient train
movement from the west to the south. It eliminates the multiple switching moves that are now
necessary to make that move. This eliminates the potential noise, safety and traffic impacts caused
by switching trains from the Bass Lake Spur to the MN&S track southbound.

10
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12. Grade separated Hwy 7 north frontage road (Alternative 3A (relocation)

The additional trains on the MN&S will put pressure on traffic at the four at-grade street crossings

near the High School and the Central Community Center — which houses several community
programs including the Park Spanish Immersion Elementary School, Central Clinic, Early

Childhood Family Education programs, Early Childhood Special Education, and Community
Education programs. Today school buses shuttle between the two schools both in the morning and
afternoon of school days. The schools are within three blocks of one another but on opposite sides
of the MN&S tracks. Today only two trains a day use the MN&S tracks. They are very short trains,
typically 10 cars or less. They do not usually pose a problem today for school bus operations,
because they don’t block all four local streets that provide access between the school sites at once.
The trains travel at very slow speeds and cross the streets quickly. The trains proposed to be re-
routed to the MN&S are more numerous and much longer. They have a much greater potential to
block intersections and create delays and safety problems. Because the four street crossings in the
vicinity of the schools are so close together, there is the potential for all four intersections to be
blocked at once. Other social services such as STEP — St. Louis Park Emergency Program, are
located in the area near Central Community Center; rerouted trains would also have impact on the
low income and disadvantaged persons travelling between these services.

According to Table 2.3-2 in the SW DEIS on page 2-27, as many as eight trains would use the
MN&S tracks on a given day if the MN&S route is chosen for freight rail. The table also says that
the longest trains would be 120 cars or approximately 7,200 feet long (1.36 miles). Traveling at 10
mph, a 120 car train will take over eight to nine minutes to clear a single intersection. To clear all
four intersections and for the crossing gates to re-open will take another four to five minutes, even a
train as small as 26 cars would at one point be blocking all four intersections. The increased train
traffic, from two very short trains a day to six to eight trains a day, only two of which have any
realistic chance of being less than 26 cars, means disruption of school transportation will be a
problem routinely. To provide a reliable route for school buses between the two schools, a grade
separated frontage road on the north side of Hwy 7 should be built. The MN&S tracks would be
bridged over the frontage road so that even when freight trains are blocking the existing local streets
between the two schools, school buses could use the frontage road to cross beneath the trains and
move between the two schools.

13. Create 100-foot minimum width corridor in single family housing area. (Alternative 3A
relocation)

The area north and south of Minnetonka Boulevard on the MN&S has a railroad right of way width
of 66 feet. This is an inadequate ROW for tracks that will be used more intensely then they are
today. The mitigation of creating a 100-foot minimum width corridor is to expand the right-of-way
to allow a larger safety zone around the tracks. A more complete discussion of this issue is provided
later in these comments, in section E.
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14. Pedestrian underpass to Dakota Park at 27th Street and 29" Street. (Alternative 3A
relocation)

Alternative 3A (relocation) closes 29th Street. This leaves 28th Street as the only east-west access
for the Birchwood and Bronx Park neighborhoods other than Minnetonka Boulevard which is a high
traffic volume street at the south end of the neighborhoods. Vehicles using Minnetonka Boulevard
simply to get from one side of the MN&S tracks to the other will be an added traffic problem for
Minnetonka Boulevard and will present traffic safety problems.

The existing MN&S tracks are hilly and uneven. The increased train traffic and intended increased
train speeds will increase the safety risks at any at grade crossings and especially in this area. On the
west side of the MN&S, at the north end of the Bronx neighborhood is Dakota Neighborhood Park
and dog park; and, Peter Hobart Elementary school. Access to the Cedar Lake Regional trail is also
at this location. These are attractions and logical destinations for bicyclists, pedestrians, dog
walkers, and children. There needs to be a safe convenient way for people to access these
community attractions. An underpass construction in the 27™ Street ROW would allow safe, direct
access to Dakota Park, the regional trail access and Peter Hobart School that would at least partially
mitigate negative impacts for pedestrians in the neighborhoods. A grade separated underpass at 29"
Street could be used by vehicles and pedestrians and would mitigate the problems created by
pushing local traffic from the Birchwood and Bronx neighborhoods onto the congested Minnetonka
Boulevard.

15. Pedestrian overpass at Dakota Avenue (Alternative 3A relocation)

There are a high level of pedestrian movements in the Dakota Avenue area caused by the location of
the high school and its facilities. This overpass would allow for an alternative route for pedestrians.
The exact location is to be determined.

16. Mitigation for sound and vibration at SLP High School (Alternative 3A relocation)

The High School has expressed issues with the current train operations and is concerned about the
impacts of an increase in train traffic. Trains passing the High School create noise and vibrations
that affect school equipment like self-focusing equipment. This mitigation item would be to help
make improvements to the building to help mitigate the noise and vibration.

17. Pedestrian bridge over Hwy 7 at MN&S

There are few accesses across Highway 7 and none between Wooddale Avenue and Louisiana
Avenue. The MN&S rail bridge across Hwy 7 is a tempting way for people, especially kids, to cross
Hwy 7 between Wooddale and Louisiana. The attractiveness to pedestrians of a bridge in this
location should be acknowledged and in addition to construction of a new MN&S rail bridge, a
bridge for pedestrians should be built in this location. It also could serve as a way to improve access
to the Louisiana SWLRT station for people north of Hwy 7.

12

1473



mferna10
Text Box
C

mferna10
Text Box
C

mferna10
Text Box
C

mferna10
Text Box
C

mferna10
Text Box
C


18. Underpass connecting Roxbury and Keystone Parks (Alternative 3A relocation)

The Roxbury and Keystone Parks are on each side of the MN&S track. With the increased traffic on
the MN&S there will be increased risks for park users and concerns for the safety of people
attempting to cross the tracks to reach the adjacent park. These are small neighborhood parks, and
this means park users will be close to the tracks and the risks they represent. An underpass between
the parks would allow for better, safer circulation between the two parks. It would serve as partial
mitigation of the hazards created from increased rail traffic.

19. Beltline Boulevard Grade Separation (Alternative 3A-1 co-location)

Today traffic on Beltline Boulevard is experiencing delays; with the addition of a station at this
location, additional traffic projected would add to the delays and congestion for vehicles, pedestrians
and bicycles. With co-location of freight rail, light rail and a trail at Beltline Boulevard, vehicle
traffic on Beltline would experience serious delays. Grade separation of freight rail would be of
primary importance, in order for the LRT station to operate properly and serve riders who would be
boarding at this station.

20. Grade separation at Wooddale Avenue (Alternative 3A-1 co-location)

Today the confluence of trail traffic, vehicles and freight rail makes Wooddale Avenue a busy,
complicated crossing; with the addition of a SW LRT station and the SW LRT line there will be
additional traffic. With co-location of freight rail, light rail and a trail at Wooddale Avenue, the
potential exists for access to the station to be interrupted by the presence of a freight train. Grade
separation for pedestrians over or under the freight rail tracks would mitigate the potential blocking
of pedestrian access to the station by freight trains. This mitigation is needed in order for the LRT
station to operate properly and serve riders who would be boarding at this station. Grade separation
of Wooddale from the freight rail tracks would be another option to consider to mitigate this
problem, however putting the freight tracks over Wooddale would result in a grade too steep for
trains; putting the freight tracks below Wooddale is not possible because of other restraints like the
need for the tracks to remain at an elevation that makes it possible to cross over Hwy 100.

C. Elimination of railroad switching, sorting and blocking operations within the
City of St. Louis Park

The third condition for accepting re-routing traffic to the MN&S is Resolution 10-070 item 4c:

“c. Elimination of railroad switching, sorting and blocking operations within the City of St. Louis
Park; and funded by some other source than the City of St. Louis Park;”
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In addition to the switching wye in Skunk Hollow, there is a rail siding used to store and switch rail
cars on the Bass Lake line. This track runs in the Bass Lake Spur right of way and is parallel to the
Bass Lake Spur primary track. The use of the siding creates noise and safety issues for the City
today; its continued use, once the SW LRT line is in place, will also interfere with the functioning of
the LRT stations in St. Louis Park; and, the attractiveness of the areas immediately around the
stations for transit-oriented development. All three of the City’s stations, Louisiana, Wooddale and
Beltline are potentially affected by the siding. The freight rail tracks are shown as removed to the
west of Wooddale Avenue on the SW LRT concept drawings in the DEIS. It is important that not
only those tracks are removed but all the sidings on the Bass Lake Spur near residential areas and
station areas are removed. Storing and switching train cars in the Bass Lake Spur would have more
severe negative impacts even than moving trains. Storing and switching entails more noise, takes
more time, has more potential for blocking roads and pathways; and the potential for additional
safety issues depending on what is stored or moved in rail cars in the area.

The mitigation for the problems presented by the siding tracks is to replace these storage tracks in a
more compatible land use area outside of the City.

D. Switching wye must be removed

The fourth condition for accepting the re-routing of traffic to the MN&S is Resolution 10-070 item
4d:

“d. Removal of the existing “wye” rail tracks in the vicinity of Oxford Street and any other tracks
not needed for through train traffic including the rail tracks east of any new interconnections
between the East-West CP-TCWR tracks and the North-South CP-MNS tracks;”

Elimination of the “skunk hollow” switching wye, Bass Lake siding and providing a connection to
MN&S South are not included in the SW DEIS but should be. Elimination of the siding and
switching wye south of the Bass Lake Spur in the Oxford Street industrial area needs to be included
in the SWLRT project. Without creation of a direct connection between the Bass Lake Spur to the
MN&S southbound and removal of the switching wye, a rail siding stretching from the MN&S
tracks to Minneapolis will be needed to accommodate 50 to 75 rail cars. This siding means freight
rail cars will interfere with both the Wooddale and Beltline LRT stations and the noise from
switching will affect the nearby Louisiana Station area as well. This will be the case no matter which
freight rail route (MN&S or Kenilworth) is chosen.

The negative impacts will be more significant on the station areas and surrounding area from the
siding track than from the through train track. The reason is that use of the siding track will involve
storage of cars for long periods of time, idling of stationary locomotives and the noisy, time
consuming process of maneuvering train cars from the Bass Lake Spur to the MN&S or vice versa,
as the wye can only accommodate moving 10-15 cars at a time. While a freight train passing through
a station area may interrupt transit activity for a few minutes at a time while a train passes by, a
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switching procedure could take hours and stored cars may be in place for days to weeks. The noise
associated with switching is significantly greater and more disruptive to the surrounding area than
moving trains. It will be detrimental to the development potential of station areas also. Switching
involves repeated train starts and stops; and the accompanying crashing of cars coupling and
uncoupling, and the noise of locomotives accelerating. This will limit the development potential of
the station areas nearby and decrease the potential ridership on the SW LRT.

Eliminating the switching wye and the siding on the Bass Lake Spur in the vicinity of the Louisiana
Station also has the benefit of making the reroute connection from the Bass Lake Spur to the MN&S
northbound easier and less impactful. The proposed connection from the Bass Lake Spur to the
MN&S shown in the SW DEIS rises on a bridge structure up and over the Bass Lake Spur siding
track and the proposed SW LRT tracks. This results in the connection being higher and steeper than
would be necessary if the siding was not present. The clearance over freight rail tracks is greater
than what is required for LRT tracks. Eliminating the siding means the structure for the freight rail
connection to the MN&S tracks could be lowered reducing the steepness of the grade which in turn
would reduce the noise associated with locomotives straining to pull trains up this steep grade.

Elimination of the Bass Lake Spur in the vicinity of the Louisiana station would benefit the station
as well. With the siding in place, access to the LRT station platform is potentially more
complicated. The presence of rail cars stored or being maneuvered on the siding limit visibility of
the station and make the pedestrian connections for LRT passengers more difficult, much less
inviting, and raises safety perceptions for riders using the LRT.

The SW DEIS shows only the potential connection of the Bass Lake Spur to the MN&S tracks
northbound. No direct connection southbound is included. Technically, the northbound connection
from the Bass Lake Spur to the MN&S tracks could be used as a means to access the MN&S
southbound as another way to replace the need for the switching wye. Trains would go north, stop
and change the locomotive to the southern end of the train, and then head south. This solution, while
technically possible is completely unworkable. For starters, using the northbound connection to the
MN&S to go south would require trains to travel north until they reached a location with a siding
where the locomotive could be moved from the north end of the train to the south end of the train.
There is no suitable siding, or r-o-w width in St. Louis Park on the MN&S. The trains would need to
travel from the Bass Lake Spur north through St. Louis Park only to switch the position of the
locomotive and then retrace the route back through the City. The railroads would never find this
extra travel time and effort acceptable from an operational point of view; nor would the city find it
acceptable from the perspective of negative impacts on the community by adding two needless trips
north on the MN&S and increasing the amount of time trains are idling. Essentially the area north of
the Bass Lake tracks would be exposed to all the negative impacts and risks associated with trains
traveling on the MN&S twice for a train trip that was not intending to travel north in the first place.
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For all the reasons highlighted above, a southbound connection between the Bass Lake Spur and the
MN&S tracks is needed as part of the SW LRT project and should be addressed in the SW DEIS.

E. Significant right-of way must be provided
The fifth condition for accepting re-routing traffic to the MN&S is Resolution 10-070 item 4e:

“e. Creation of a freight rail single track corridor with significant right-of-way and safety
measures incorporated between the track and adjacent properties;”

The MN&S corridor is narrow (66 feet) with a single track (much of it elevated) that winds through
a neighborhood commercial area, past St. Louis Park High School, small neighborhood parks, and
70 modest single family homes within 50 feet of the centerline, mostly on 50 foot lots. The average
estimated market value for homes along the MN&S right of way is $179,000 in 2012. This is in stark
contrast to the Kenilworth corridor which even today is generally wider than the MN&S corridor,
with widths up to 160 ft. and as noted in the DEIS itself, is characterized by “high income” housing
often on relatively large lots. The average home along the MN&S tracks is roughly half the value of
the lowest valued homes along the Kenilworth corridor in Minneapolis.

The MN&S passes by St. Louis Park High School; Keystone, Roxbury and Dakota city parks, the
local food shelf, publicly owned low-income housing, elementary schools, and the high school
athletic field. The MN&S corridor includes several scattered site public housing units for low-
income residents, the Kenilworth corridor includes “high income housing” and in some cases high
rise housing. The modest income residents of the MN&S corridor are being asked to shoulder the
responsibility to accommodate freight traffic without any significant mitigation while the high
income Kenilworth residents are not only relieved of the burden of negative impacts associated with
freight rail, they are given the benefit of having light rail service. The bulk of the homes along the
MN&S route will be more than %2 mile from the nearest LRT station. The Kenilworth residents will
see the negative impacts of freight rail replaced by the positive benefits of convenient light rail
service.

The MN&S corridor is not well suited to handle significant levels of freight rail traffic and if the
level of train traffic is going to increase the corridor needs to be widened to increase safety and to
provide more buffer to minimize the negative impacts of freight traffic. If the MN&S corridor is to
take the Kenilworth train traffic, the MN&S corridor should be widened to a minimum 100 feet in
width. This is a critical mitigation that is not included in the SW DEIS and should be. Further
comparison of the MN&S corridor and the Kenilworth corridors are provided in a separate attached
document.
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F. Whistle Quiet Zone
The sixth condition for accepting re-routing traffic to the MN&S is Resolution 10-070 item 4f:

“f. Creation of a whistle-quiet zone funded by sources other than the City of St. Louis Park
throughout the entire north-south MNS corridor.”

A Whistle Quiet Zone (WQZ) is provided in the SW DEIS for the MN&S route as a mitigation
measure intended to eliminate the most severe noise impacts from freight traffic. This is appropriate
and important mitigation; however it does not resolve all the noise and potential adverse vibration
impacts associated with train traffic increases on the MN&S. Nor is receiving WQZ designation for
the MN&S tracks a forgone conclusion.

The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) has a prescribed process and rules to evaluate noise and
vibration issues (Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment). If noise or vibration exceeds
certain standards for various types of land use, projects are required to mitigate those impacts. The
SW DEIS noise and impact analysis (Sections 4.7 and 4.8) was done using the impact of light rail
trains, not freight trains.

The SW DEIS proposes that a railroad WQZ is the only mitigation measure that is needed to bring
the freight rail reroute alternative into noise level compliance. Other noise mitigation measures may
be necessary to mitigate impacts of trains going up an incline and going through several curves.
Quiet Zones are local initiatives meant to minimize train noise from whistles, but the program is
administrated by the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA). If a community meets its risk index
standards, Quiet Zones can be approved, however they are not a foregone conclusion.

Quiet Zones must be applied for by the local road authority but in areas with multiple jurisdictions,
one road authority can be the lead agency. Bells located on the signals will continue to operate. The
minimum safety devices at a crossing are railroad signals with gates. A risk assessment is done for
each crossing and certain types of crossings may need additional safety improvements such as center
medians or four quadrant gates.

A field study is required; the diagnostic team from the FRA, MNDOT, the railroad companies and
the road authority will evaluate each crossing any potential improvements. The evaluation of the
vehicles, roadways and train traffic is straight forward.

There are several areas that can make quiet zones difficult to implement including:

I. The risk analysis is a mathematically based program that has a difficult time accurately
reflecting large changes in either train or road activity. The formulas are influenced by
previous crash histories that are not reflected if conditions change quickly.

ii.  The rules are not clear on how pedestrians should be considered. The FRA relies heavily
on the engineering judgment of the diagnostic team. The team needs to evaluate how
extensive the pedestrian movements are, the type of pedestrian groups (young children,
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older people, mobility challenged, students, etc.), potential for trespassing on railroad
property, attractive nuisances (shortcuts, bridges, other side of the track, etc.), sight
distance of an approaching train, sight distance of a pedestrians and use time. Treatment
of Quiet Zones for pedestrians has ranged from doing nothing, to installing a few signs, to
very extensive fencing and control measures.

iii.  The rules do not address private crossings and what safety improvements should be done
at them.

iv. The FRA has the authority to rescind a quiet zone if there is a rise in crashes or incidents.

The train engineer also has wide latitude on when to use the horn in a quiet zone area. The engineer
can sound the horn when:
i.  If there is track maintenance or other construction in the area;
ii. If a potential dangerous situation is seen, such as a vehicle stopped on the track or
pedestrian trespassers;
iii.  If crossing signals are malfunctioning.

It should therefore be understood that a whistle zone in and of itself does not mean horns will not be
used. The railroad companies commented on this issue in their official comments on the MNS EAW
and included:

From Canadian Pacific: “Quiet zones can be an effective tool for improving grade crossing safety
while minimizing noise. However designing and constructing the improvements needed to meet FRA
requirements for quiet zones may be difficult — especially considering the site and geometrics in the
MN&S corridor.

From TW&W: “Quiet Zone: TCW urges city, county, and state officials to thoroughly and carefully
consider the residual safety hazards that are associated with a quiet zone in St. Louis Park versus
the associated environmental benefits. We have safety concerns due to a number of factors: 1)
increase in train size, speed, and frequency; 2) proximity to schools, business, and residential; 3) an
increased number of at grade crossings. While we understand the concern for train whistle and
associated noise impacts, we strongly urge consideration of these safety factors when decisions are
made.”

It is important to note that a WQZ will only address the noise associated with train whistles, bells
and horns. It does not also address the noise from locomotives pulling trains up steep grades,
squeals from trains moving through tight curves or noise from switching operations. These topics
are all raised elsewhere in these comments (sections B-3, 6, 7). Noise from these sources is not
adequately addressed in the SW DEIS and must be mitigated by some means if freight trains are to
be re-routed to the MN&S tracks.
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The crossings in St Louis Park are unique and the risk numbers for vehicles are relatively low but
treatments for protecting the safety of pedestrians will be a challenge. A formal diagnostic team
review should be done early in the Preliminary Engineering process to evaluate if a WQZ can be
approved. The results of the diagnostic team’s review should be considered when evaluating which
alternative route for freight trains is the preferred and selected alternative. The City should not have
to run the risk that the decision is made to relocate Kenilworth traffic to the MN&S tracks based in
part on the understanding that a WQZ will be created, only to find out later that creating a WQZ is
not approved. The WQZ evaluation must be done before a freight rail route decision is made.

II. LRT Related Concerns

A.  Mitigation and Project Impact needs: Mitigation and specific project
elements are needed for the LRT project, including:

1. Roadway system in station areas.

In St. Louis Park, additional roadway, bike and pedestrian access improvements will be needed
to handle the additional circulation in the station areas. The increase in traffic in and around the
station areas will require new access to the station, including a circulation system for drop off
and parking, bike and pedestrian access, access for local business and residential traffic; this will
likely include new infrastructure in and around the station areas to ensure a functioning
transportation system.

2. Grade separation of the regional trail.

In either freight rail location alternative, grade separation of the regional trail needs to be
considered at the Beltline Boulevard and Wooddale Avenue crossings. This is a heavily used
trail (over 500,000 users annually) and will have a significant amount of vehicle traffic around
the station areas.

The Cedar Lake LRT Regional Trail is shown to move from the north side of the rail to the south
side of the rail at Wooddale Avenue. Walkers and bikers would have to turn south or north, and
cross the tracks in order to stay on the regional trail. This movement is very awkward and needs
to be remedied to become a straight, through route. Grade separation may be able to solve the
crossing issue, if it is used to switch the trail to the other side of the trains. Grade separation of
the trail would improve the crossing and could solve the crossing issue where the trail is shown
to switch sides at Wooddale.
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3. Maintain access to Lilac Park from the regional trail.

The regional trail is shown on the south side of the light rail tracks east of Highway 100. The
new Lilac Park is on the north side immediately east of Highway 100. Access from the trail to
the park for users would need to remain under all alternatives.

. Trail/sidewalks should be provided along both sides of the LRT line for access to Lilac Park and
other destinations along the trail.

The SW LRT will share its corridor with the Regional Trail through St. Louis Park. It will be on
one side of the LRT tracks and in at least some locations freight rail tracks too. Supplemental
trails or sidewalk should be provided on the side of the SW LRT corridor that does not have the
Regional trail as a way to enhance pedestrian and bicyclist access to the stations and from the
stations to surrounding land uses. In essence supplemental sidewalk/trails along with the
Regional Trail would be the equivalent of having sidewalks on both sides of a street, providing
safe accessibility for pedestrians no matter on which side of the SW LRT corridor they happen to
be.

N1

P9

Noise from LRT crossing signals and train horns must be addressed.

SLP has many residents who live close to the LRT stations and will hear LRT bells and whistles.
Mitigation should be implemented to minimize the sounds of the relatively constant bells and
whistles, including incorporating design elements that reduce impacts on surrounding
neighborhoods.

. Potential Improvements to the SWLRT Project:

. The Cedar Lake Regional Trail switches sides at Wooddale Avenue

The SW DEIS plans show the Regional Trail users would have to make two 90-degree turns and
cross the rail tracks at Wooddale to stay on the trail. This is not practical for trail users and must
be redesigned to provide a continuous connection on the trail.

. An alternative alignment for the SWLRT line and location for the Louisiana Avenue Station
using the switching wye should be evaluated.

Moving the SW LRT line south of its current planned location in the HCRRA right-of-way,
possibly using the to be vacated switching wye right of way, would move the SW LRT much
closer to Methodist Hospital, an employer of over 4,100 people, and into the center of the
Skunk Hollow industrial area. Moving the SW LRT line and station slightly to the south in this
area could serve this job rich location, boost SWLRT ridership, and reduce the need for on-site
parking. It would also better serve residential areas and could spur new development
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investments in the Skunk Hollow area. This idea needs to be evaluated in Preliminary
Engineering.

3. An alternate alignment in the Beltline Station Area should be considered and evaluated.

The proposed Beltline Station location is just outside the desirable walking distance for several
nearby major potential transit users. Moving the SW LRT line and station slightly south in this
area could make the station more convenient to Excelsior Boulevard, the City’s Rec Center,
Park Nicollet Clinic, high density housing and the commercial uses along Park Center
Boulevard and other retail and recreational destinations. This idea needs to be evaluated in PE.

I11. DEIS General Concerns

The SW DEIS does not evenly evaluate and compare the alternatives 3A (relocation) and 3A-1 (co-
location). Both alternatives are consistent with the designation of the Kenilworth route as the
Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) route for the SW light rail trains. The designation of the LPA in
the Metropolitan Council’s regional Transportation Policy Plan was for the light rail train route. The
designation does not specify the location for freight train traffic, and, it was approved prior to the
FTA’s requirement to include freight rail routing in the SWLRT project and environmental analysis.
It was clear during the LPA route selection process, freight rail rerouting was not a part of the
analysis and was not discussed in any substantive way, and therefore was not a consideration in the
LPA decision. Both alternatives 3A-1 (co-location) and 3A (relocation) re-route should be
considered - and labeled as - LPA alternatives.

The SW DEIS does not evenly evaluate the alternatives as it does not specify the criteria or factors
used to reach its summary conclusions, or provide data in the DEIS supportive of its conclusions.
Because of the use of segments, data relating to 3A-1 (co-location) includes Segment A data, and
Segment A extends all the way to downtown. This means the data is not accurately capturing the
comparison between the freight rail alternatives. There is a lack of supporting detailed information
for conclusions reached on such items as wetlands, floodplains, park land, and community cohesion,
acquisition of properties, capital costs, and economic impacts among others. For example, the total
amount of wetland impacted in alternative 3A-1 (co-location) is .9 acres, versus 2.9 acres for
alternative 3A (relocation) according to table ES.1. Yet, Table ES.2 concludes that alternative 3A-1
(co-location) “does not meet the goal” of protecting the environment and alternative 3A (relocation)
is show as “some meets the goal.” This evaluation does not follow the data presented; its
conclusions are erroneous.

In addition, the potential impacts of increased freight rail traffic along the MN&S are minimized,
such as the evaluation of impacts on community cohesion, or the evaluation of potential adverse
environmental impacts associated with each alternative. In the evaluation of the potential adverse
environmental impacts associated with the 3A-1 (co-location) alternative in Chapter 11 of the SW
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DEIS, it is stated on page 11-12 that acquiring “primarily high quality, high income multi-family
housing by the West Lake Street station,” is inconsistent with state, regional and local policies. What
the policies are that guide acquisitions for clearly public purposes (public transit in this case) away
from high income family housing are not provided. There is no explanation of why high income
matters, and if it does, in the case of acquisitions for public purposes. It seems to imply there is a
higher value to “high income” housing, than to what housing is impacted by freight rail relocation.

Beyond the failure of the SW DEIS to meet the requirements of the City of St. Louis Park’s
Resolution 10-070, the City of St. Louis Park has many other concerns with regards to the SW DEIS.
The specific concerns are described below.

A. New goal and the State Rail Plan Rationale inappropriate for SW LRT DEIS

The SW DEIS introduces in Chapter 1 Purpose and Need, a new goal - Goal 6 — “To support an
economically competitive freight rail system,” which relates to freight rail and the State Rail Plan.
This is inappropriate because:

1. This goal was not adopted through any public process.

2. The rationale and description for constructing connections to the MN&S tracks and re-locating
freight rail to the MN&S has been broadened to be consistent with the new Goal 6. It essentially
states that one of the reasons for choosing alternative 3A (relocation) is that it helps implement
the State Rail Plan, provides opportunities for TC&W trains and possibly other railroads to reach
places other than where TC&W trains are going today; yet the SW DEIS does not anticipate any
increase in train traffic on the MN&S or evaluate the impact of trains going north of the BNSF
tracks in St. Louis Park, Golden Valley and beyond. The potential impact from possible
additional train traffic is reason for more robust mitigation along the MN&S route.

3. All of the alternatives in the SW DEIS would need additional evaluation with this new goal;
previously action was only taken on the LRT routes, not freight rail routes.

4. This DEIS is supposed to be about the SW LRT project not the State Rail Plan; introducing this
element is inappropriate for this plan and the SW DEIS.

5. The new goal introduces many questions and complications about the impacts of the State Rail
Plan; including the references to intercity rail on the MN&S tracks.

6. Several other communities are impacted by the introduction of the State Rail Plan and suggestion
that TC&W trains will use the CP Humboldt Yard; those cities that the MNS travels through
include: Golden Valley, Crystal, Edina, and Bloomington, and they were not included in the SW
DEIS process.

7. Passenger rail along the MNS is discussed in the State Rail Plan and therefore would need to be
addressed in relation to rerouting freight trains on the MN&S.

22

1483

K3



mferna10
Text Box
K3


B.

Comparison of Freight Routing Alternatives is Incomplete

Freight rail routing impacts are not adequately addressed or accurately evaluated in the reroute

1.

alternative 3A (relocation); the evaluation

Cost Comparison

The total cost in 2012 dollars for alternative 3A-1 (co-location of freight rail) is shown to be
$22,866,000 more than alternative 3A (re-routing freight rail to the MN&S) in corrected Table
8.1-1. However insufficient detail and supporting information is provided to evaluate these
numbers. The cost of 3A (relocation) does not include what would be required to address the
impacts and issues related to relocating on the MN&S, or any compensation to railroads for
additional operations and maintenance costs.

The evaluation of construction impacts appears arbitrary and impacts are not explained.

The evaluation table in Chapter 11 shows construction impacts as “medium” in the relocation
alternative (3A) versus being shown as “high” for the co-location alternative (3A-1), even though
relocation of freight would have far more construction complexity and cost than co-location;
with the construction of a major bridge structure near Louisiana Avenue, a new track structure in
the Iron Triangle connecting to the BNSF r-o-w, and a new 11,000-foot long siding on the BNSF
r-o-w in St. Louis Park and Minneapolis. Some reconstruction of freight tracks in the
Kenilworth corridor for co-location would be relatively minor in relation to the construction
required to make relocation work.

Community Cohesion inaccurately portrayed

“Community Cohesion,” the evaluation of how freight rail and LRT lines will split
neighborhoods is shown in table 11.1-1 page 11-5 as having “no impact” for the relocation
alternative (3A) versus “slight adverse impact” in the co-location alternative (3A-1) - even
though both the MN&S and the Kenilworth corridors experience freight rail traffic today, and,
the Kenilworth traffic today is the train traffic that would be rerouted to the MN&S tracks. The
same train traffic corridor has been judged as having a negative impact in the Kenilworth and as
having no impact in the MN&S corridor. This is despite the fact that rerouting to the MN&S
corridor will involve the actions and impacts listed below.

I. The changes needed to accommodate the increased and rerouted trains includes closing
of at least one local street, 29th Street thereby reducing the accessibility across the
MN&S tracks for vehicles, bicycle and pedestrians. The neighborhoods affected by
closing 29™ Street are otherwise served by a traditional grid of neighborhood streets.
(This is further described in section B.14 of these comments above).

i. The closed 29™ Street north of Minnetonka Boulevard means reduced accessibility for
an approximately 30 block neighborhood east of the MN&S tracks to Hobart School,
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Dakota Park and access to the Cedar Lake Regional Trail immediately on the west side
of the MN&S tracks.

iii. The MN&S tracks wind their way through the Walker Street/Library Lane/Lake Street
commercial area. In one case they literally pass through an intersection on a diagonal,
resulting in the potential for trains to block both streets at once, creating inconvenience
for pedestrians and drivers and adversely impacting local businesses. This same area is
home to the High School, the Spanish Immersion Elementary School, STEP (the local
food shelf and service organization) the High School’s athletic fields and stadium, in
addition to a block of businesses along Lake Street. While trains travel through and
disrupt this area today, the volume is extremely low: two trains of approximately 10
cars each per day. The trains that would be relocated to the MN&S are 4 to 6 trains a
day and 30 to 120 cars in length. This is a significant increase in potential disruption to
community cohesion.

Iv. By comparison, virtually none of these conditions are present in the Kenilworth
corridor or in the section of Bass Lake Spur east of the MN&S tracks. No streets are
proposed to be closed in these areas if freight traffic remains in Kenilworth, no schools
are located adjacent to the rail ROW, and the tracks do not bisect any commercial areas.

4. Conclusion regarding continuous flow of freight rail is inaccurate

The DEIS concludes in Chapter 11 table 11.1-1, page 11-7 that the relocation alternative
achieves “continuous flow of freight rail throughout the study area” and that the co-location
alternative does not. This is not true. Both routes for freight trains are continuous to TC&W’s
current destinations. Neither alternative 3A (relocation) nor 3A-1(co-location) allows
“continuous flow” to the destinations that TC&W railroad hopes to reach in the future. Neither
alternative provides a direct connection southbound on the MN&S which is the route TC&W
wants for future access to the grain terminals to the south.

The SW DEIS presumes that TC&W would benefit from being able to access the MN&S and use
it to reach places to the north that it does not seek to go. Chapter 1, pages 1-11 and 1-12 state that
alternative 3A (relocation) would improve access to the Humboldt Yard for TC&W via the
MN&S and that access to Humboldt Yard would be a better destination for TC&W trains than its
current destination, St. Paul. This is stated despite the fact the MN&S tracks would result in a
circuitous and time consuming route to reach TC&W'’s desired location, St. Paul. Use of the
MN&S to reach either St. Paul or the Humboldt Yard would have negative impacts on St. Louis
Park; the at grade crossing of Cedar Lake Road in St. Louis Park would be affected and was not
studied for impacts, for instance. Impacts on other communities along the route beyond St.
Louis Park were also not shown in the SW DEIS. The SW DEIS presents no evidence that the
TC&W has any interest in reaching the Humboldt Yard or using the MN&S as a means to reach
St. Paul.
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The DEIS also states in Chapter 1, page 1-12 that the new connection to the MN&S proposed in
alternative 3A (relocation) would improve access for TC&W to Savage on the Minnesota River.
This is not true. The connection to the MN&S proposed in the SW DEIS is only a connection to
MN&S northbound. This is not an improvement for trains seeking to go south on the MN&S;
and if it were used for that purpose it would increase the negative impacts of freight traffic on the
MN&S as explained earlier in these comments in section D. Only adding a direct connection to
MN&S southbound from the Bass Lake Spur and elimination of the Skunk Hollow wye would
be an improvement in the continuous flow of freight rail traffic, and that is not part of any of the
build alternatives considered in the SW DEIS.

Improve mobility goal evaluation inaccurate

The SW DEIS shows in Chapter 11, Table 11.2-1, page 11-9 that Alternative 3A, relocating
freight trains, “supports” the goal of improved mobility while alternative 3A-1 (co-location) is
shown as only “somewhat supports” this goal. Both alternatives support mobility. There is no
difference in ridership, user benefits, travel times or cost per passenger mile between the
alternatives 3A (relocation) and 3A-1 (co-location). Both should be judged as supporting
mobility.

Protect the environment goal conclusion incorrect

This goal is shown for alternative 3A (relocation) in Chapter 11, Table 1.2-1, page 11-9 as
“somewhat supports goal” vs. being shown as “does not support goal” for alternative 3A-1 (co-
location) even though the data shows more wetland and floodplain impacts, among other items,
for the relocation alternative. How this conclusion is reached is not documented.

For Wetlands and Floodplain (4.2.2.1), Alternative 3A-1 (co-location) clearly has less impact on
wetlands and floodplains. Construction of the Iron Triangle connection from the MN&S tracks
to BNSF in Alternative 3A (relocation) is in both a wetland and a floodplain area and is shown to
affect two acres more wetland and two acres more floodplain than alternative 3A-1 (co-location);
it is difficult to understand why the environmental goal conclusion does not account for this data.

K3

The taking of .81 acres of Cedar Lake Park is shown in Table 11.1-1 under the Protect the
Environment goal; however the SW DEIS does not show where this land is and does not give

support for why it must be taken. The SW DEIS also does not show that the Cedar Lake bike
trail could be rerouted, which could allow the park land to be avoided, rather than “taken.”

Regarding Groundwater (4.1.3.4), the SW DEIS has identified potential groundwater issues near
Minnehaha Creek. The reroute alignment proposes a major railroad bridge in this area that will
require substantial footings and piers. The SW DEIS table (ES-1) does not identify this as an
area of potential major impacts to the ground water. These major structures would not be
required in the co-location alternative.
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7. Preserve and protect the quality of life goal inaccurately judged

This goal is shown for Alternative 3A (relocation) in Chapter 11, Table 1.2-1 as “support goal”
vs. being shown as “does not support goal” for Alternative 3A-1 (co-location). It is stated that
co-location would “divide neighborhoods” in the Kenilworth neighborhood. This seems to be a
completely arbitrary conclusion. Equal train traffic will have similar impacts on adjoining
neighborhoods no matter which neighborhood it passes through. See the Community Cohesion
discussion above. Increased freight rail traffic on the MN&S tracks will have at least as
disruptive an impact on “community cohesion” on neighborhoods and Lake Street area
businesses as maintaining freight rail in the Kenilworth corridor.

The other specific evaluation measures listed in Table 11.1-1 on page 11-5 for this goal are
property acquisitions and environmental justice. It is difficult to understand how acquisition of
property relates to the quality of life goal. The question should be: what are the quality of life
impacts on the residents, businesses and the community once the SW LRT project including
freight rail improvements is built, not whether property is acquired to implement the project.
Nonetheless, the property acquisition totals included in Table 11.1-1 overemphasize the
acquisition impacts for the 3A-1 alternative and under represent them for the 3A (relocation)
alternative. The 3A-1 (co-location) alternative assumes a full taking of the 57 unit townhome
development along the proposed co-location freight rail tracks in the Kenilworth corridor.
Acquisition of all these townhomes adds nearly 200 feet of right of way in this section of the
Kenilworth corridor. While the exact location of the freight rail tracks in a co-location
alternative is not yet known, it is clear that the full width of the townhome property would not be
needed to accommodate the 3A-1 and create a minimum 100 foot wide corridor.

Conversely, in the SW DEIS alternative 3A (relocation) and all the alternatives that include
relocation of freight rail to the MN&S tracks do not include acquisition of 42 homes that are
within 50 feet (in some cases much closer) of the center-line of the MN&S tracks. These
acquisitions should be included in the mitigation for the 3A alternative and in the count of
acquisitions included in Table 11.1-1.

Neither alternatives 3A (relocation) nor 3A-1 (co-location) meet the standard for finding a
disproportionate impact on minority, low income or transit dependent populations. However,
there is no question that the socio-economic characteristics of the MN&S and the Kenilworth
corridor are very different. Kenilworth homes are clearly higher valued than homes along the
MN&S tracks, but regardless of income levels or home values the presence of freight trains have
the potential to be detrimental to quality of life and the SW LRT project should include efforts to
mitigate those potential negative impacts. This is especially true for the properties along the
MN&S tracks. They are being asked to endure the negative impacts of increased freight rail
traffic so that others can benefit of LRT within easy walking distance of their homes.
Kenilworth properties would be asked to continue to endure the freight rail traffic they have
today, but gain the presence and access to LRT.
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8. Support for economic development goal analysis is incomplete

This goal is shown for Alternative 3A (relocation) in Chapter 11, Table 1.2-1 as “supports goal”
vs. being shown as “somewhat supports goal” for alternative 3A-1 (co-location). The evaluation
of the performance of the SW LRT alternatives overestimates the impact of freight rail on
alternative 3A-1 (co-location), and underestimates the impact of freight rail on alternative 3A
(relocation).

Five LRT stations would be affected by the presence of freight trains if the co-location
alternative (3A-1) were implemented. Freight train traffic has the potential for negative impacts
on the development opportunities near these stations. However two of the five stations have
limited development opportunity already. The Penn station already is difficult to access and
must contend with the presence of BNSF freight rail traffic no matter which alternative SW LRT
route is chosen. These conditions make development opportunities more challenging whether or
not freight trains travel on the Kenilworth corridor.

The 21st Street station also has limited development potential. It is in a fully developed single
family neighborhood with limited opportunities for new development. It has a ridership shed
that is almost completely to the east of the LRT tracks. Access to the station at 21% Street from
the east would not be hindered by the presence of freight trains on the west side of the LRT
tracks.

The other three stations also have with one dominant side to the station areas. West Lake,
Beltline and Wooddale all have the greatest opportunities for new development on the south and
east side of the LRT station. This reduces the negative impacts of freight train in these station
areas. Two LRT stations in Hopkins are co-located, yet the SW DEIS does not indicate any
negative impacts to those station areas in development potential.

With regards to Alternative 3A (relocation), the evaluation of this goal did not consider what
impacts increased train traffic on the MN&S would have on development opportunities, nor did
it consider what the negative impacts of the structure needed to connect the Bass Lake Spur to
the MN&S tracks would have. Between Hwy 7 and Brunswick Avenue in St. Louis Park, the
MN&S tracks wind its way past several commercial properties and businesses. Virtually all of
the adjoining properties in this area are less than 50 feet away from the center line of the tracks.
Many are less than 25 feet away. They experience noise and vibrations today that are
detrimental to their economic strength. Increasing the train traffic significantly has the potential
to be detrimental to these properties and businesses.

The new structure needed to connect the Bass Lake Spur to the MN&S tracks not only requires
the permanent acquisition of nearly 3 acres of commercial/industrial land and the relocation of at
least one business from St. Louis Park, the structure itself will make station area development in
the Louisiana Station area more difficult. Property would be taken off of the tax rolls for a
reroute, reducing the economic development and redevelopment opportunities in the immediate
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10.

area. The proposed structure connecting the Bass Lake Spur to the MN&S tracks is a very large
elevated structure that will have negative visual impacts on the surrounding area in general and
the development potential of the Louisiana station area specifically. These impacts were not
taken into consideration in the evaluation of alternative 3A’s (relocation) of the support for
economic development goal.

Support economically competitive freight rail system goal evaluation inaccurate K3

C

This goal is shown for Alternative 3A (relocation) in Chapter 11, Table 11.2-1 as “support goal”
vs. being shown as “does not support goal” for Alternative 3A-1 (co-location). This was not a
goal identified, discussed or endorsed in the SW LRT technical advisory or policy advisory
committees of the SWLRT project during the Alternatives Analysis or the SW DEIS process.
Even so, it is difficult to understand the rationale for why Alternative 3A (relocation) is shown as
“supports goal”, while Alternative 3A-1 (co-location) is shown as “does not support goal”. Both
alternatives are shown as providing “safe, efficient and effective movement of freight throughout
the region, state and nation” according to Table 11.1-1. However, Alternative 3A (relocation) is
shown to provide “continuous flow of freight rail throughout the study area” and Alternative 3A-
1 (co-location) is not in Table 11.1-1. This is an error. Both routes for freight rail provide
continuous flow of freight rail throughout the study area. Both routes provide a means for the
TC&W trains to get to their current destination.

The goal of improving access via the MN&S tracks to places north of the BNSF tracks is outside
of the SW DEIS study area and is out of place in the SW DEIS. Furthermore no impacts from
trains traveling north of the BNSF tracks have been addressed. The TC&W has indicated that
they do not have any interest in going north of the BNSF tracks to access the Humboldt Yard to
interchange their normal trains. The TC&W trains are headed to St. Paul and the Humboldt Yard
is not a desirable alternative destination.

Operational functionality for the railroads

Q2

The SW DEIS uses the engineering designs for freight rail routes that were previously prepared
outside the SW DEIS and SW LRT design process. The MN&S freight rail route is the route
used in the vacated Hennepin County’s EAW on the freight railroad reroute. The Kenilworth co-
location route is the route prepared by SEH for the City of St. Louis Park as part of the City’s
previous investigation on the potential for freight rail co- location. The SW DEIS did not
advance the engineering or analysis on either option in order to resolve issues or identify impacts
to provide a fair comparison. Further analysis and design is left for the Preliminary Engineering
contractor. Both options will be studied during the PE phase and any evaluation of the
alternative routes in the SW DEIS at this point in the process is less than complete.

Many rail operation questions regarding the MN&S for re-routing Kenilworth freight trains have
been identified previously and are not addressed in the SW DEIS but will need to be. Among
them are the following.
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How will the railroads handle delays in getting on to BNSF track from the MN&S? Do
railroads have to be paid for this access? There is no train operational analysis to show that
the reroute is a workable alternative. A train operation model would show if the longer
trains can navigate the curves and grades or will require additional locomotives, possibly
using distributive power (DPU). (TC&W'’s locomotives are not setup to operate as DPU).

. There are tight curves and steep grades not usually associated with mainline operations.
There are grades well in excess of 1 percent. There are no track profiles included in the SW
DEIS to understand the impacts and what the grades would be.

The Canadian Pacific Railroad (CP) and the Twin Cities & Western Railroad (TC&W) both
submitted comments during the EAW process that show major issues with the reroute design.
The SW DEIS does not address any of those concerns. Are there any agreements with the
railroad companies regarding the reroute already in place?

. The CP and TC&W have indicated that they would not accept ownership of the new
structures; it is unclear what entity would own and maintain the track and structures, and no
indication of what it would cost.

The EAW and SW DEIS anticipates that the MN&S track would be out of service for up to 1
month during construction, which is unacceptable to CP and its customers.

The EAW showed the bridge for moving freight rail over the LRT and connecting to the
MN&S would have a vertical clearance of just 20” 6” over the track; Minnesota statutory
requirement for clearance is 22°. This means the bridge for freight rail would have to be
even higher than currently shown.

. The SW DEIS did not provide any additional noise and vibration field data that would help
calibrate the noise and vibration models. During the EAW process, the models were based
on limited data on current MN&S trains and did not use long, heavy train data or provide
accurate information on impacts. It also did not include inclines and curves in its analysis; or
review the potential noise and vibrations from trains idling on the proposed new BNSF
siding.

. A derailment study should be done to determine the risk of the trains transferring to the
MN&S.

The LRT drawings in the SW DEIS show that freight tracks will terminate at Wooddale
Avenue. The TC&W has indicated that they will need track east of the Skunk Hollow wye to
switch about 60 car trains from the south. The DEIS must include elimination of the skunk
hollow switching wye and provision of a south connection to the MN&S for this to happen.
It is not shown.

The reroute for the TC&W trains works only for north or east bound trains. The movement
to the south towards Savage is still inefficient and very difficult to accomplish. Unless a new
southern connection is made to the MN&S, the railroads would be required to maintain the
Skunk Hollow wye or use the new siding along the BNSF to run around the train to access
the MN&S south. The railroad operators would not agree to this movement, and it would
have an impact on the BNSF tracks. The going north to go south movement would require
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11.

12.

13.

the southbound trains to pass through the MN&S track twice and the approval of the BNSF.
Neither of these issues is discussed in the SW DEIS. If the Skunk Hollow wye is eliminated,
there is a customer west of Louisiana that would have its rail access severed and would have
to be relocated.

k. If the reroute alternative is chosen, there should be several modifications to the grades,
curves and right of way needed to improve safety and operations.

1. The minimum right of way should be 100 feet wide.

2. The curves and grades need smoothing to minimize the roller coaster affect.

3. The area near Louisiana Avenue should be rethought. Assuming that there are no
freight tracks east of the existing MN&S bridge the LRT and reroute grades could be
adjusted to lower the overall height. The depth of structure should also be reviewed
to lower the height.

Circulation in the Minnetonka Boulevard area

There should be a circulation study in the area north of Minnetonka Boulevard to evaluate how
to minimize the impacts of the proposed closing of 29th Street, including looking at new bridges,
pedestrian trails and noise buffers.

Impacts of areas adjacent to Iron Triangle and new siding on BNSF

01

The reroute has a major impact to wetland and flood plain in the iron triangle area (section g
above). Presumably, this is why the tables show an increase of two acres in impact to the

wetlands and two acres to the floodplain over the co-location alternative. The north edge or the
iron triangle also forms the boundary of the known peat deposit. This peat deposit could easily
extend into the wetland and could require extensive geotechnical treatment that may impact
additional wetland or flood plain areas.

Important to note is that the track profile is 1.5 % in this area. This violates normal mainline
railroad design guidelines. To resolve the profile issue, the track may need to rise, resulting in a
much greater impact. Table 4.2.2 suggests that a bridge over the wetland as a potential
mitigation measure but the plans or capital cost estimate do not include the cost of this C
structure.

The iron triangle area is also a difficult area to access for construction. There is no analysis of
impacts to the environment for construction access to this area. The only non-wetland public
access is via the Cedar Lake Trail.

Segment data

Because of the use of segments for specific areas in the SW DEIS, data relating to 3A-1 (co-
location) includes Segment A data, and Segment A extends all the way to downtown
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Minneapolis. This means the data is adding too much information to the freight rail comparison
and not accurately capturing the comparison between the freight rail alternatives.

14. Train and rail-car counts need documentation

Table 2.3-2 states existing number of trains on the MN&S tracks are one round trip train of 10 to
30 cars daily. There is no back up documentation to support this statement. The MN&S Freight
Rail Report is given as the source for the information in the table, however there is no source or
documentation for these numbers footnoted in the MN&S Freight Rail report either. The DEIS
should establish by actual train and rail car counts the current level of freight rail traffic on the
MN&S tracks. This is important base information needed in order to understand the impact of
rerouting trains from Kenilworth to the MN&S. Experience in recent years suggests that the
typical trains on the MN&S tracks are much shorter than 30 rail cars in length. Ten to 15 rail-car
trains and sometimes even shorter trains are typical on the MN&S five days a week today.

The number of trains and number of rail-cars stated in Table 2.3-2 is also noted as from the
MN&S Freight Rail Report and should be updated with better and more fully documented
information. Bob Suko, with TC&W indicated that a more accurate description of the TC&W
rail operations today (12/14/12) would be the following.

e Six to seven days per week regular train service with 65-75 cars both ways

e 110 car unit grain trains at about three per week assuming 1.5 loaded and 1.5 empty
per week

e Ethanol is 80 car units between six to eight per month 1/2 empty and 1/2 loaded

e About 12-15 unit coal trains annually, no empty return

e About 12-15 loaded DDG unit trains annually

L4

The significance of these numbers and importance of accurate numbers, is that the greater the

number of trains and rail cars the more noise, vibration and disruption in the communities where
the trains travel. There is no guarantee that future conditions will be the same as current
conditions, but they are at least one indication of the train traffic that the communities will
experience. Today the MN&S tracks are handling something on the order of 150 rail cars a
week. If the TC&W trains currently operating in Kenilworth are rerouted to the MN&S that
would mean the MN&S would experience an additional 1,300-1,500 rail cars per week, a 1000%
increase.

C. Traffic Impact Comments

1. Transit Effects

The transit ridership was prepared using standard, accepted methods available at the time the draft
was prepared. Station boardings are provided for each station in Appendix H, but no conclusions can
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be drawn specific to the reasonableness of those estimates. It is our understanding that the transit P2
ridership will be updated as part of the design phase using newly available information for the FEIS,

such as the 2010 Transit On Board Survey.
2. Effects on Roadways

The initial comment regarding a single growth factor was not addressed in the revised DEIS. The
year 2030 traffic forecasts were developed by applying a growth factor to the existing (year 2010)
traffic volumes. The regional model was used to determine growth, but a single 1.12 factor continues
to be applied along the entire corridor. Generally, it can be expected that this approach would

understate developing area growth and overstate fully developed area growth, but specific roadways P 4
may be differently affected. A “risk assessment” approach could be used at intersections with failing

or near-failing levels of service to determine the extent to which a higher growth assumption would
affect the conclusions of the analysis.

An existing and future intersection operations analysis was completed using the Synchro/SimTraffic
software. It is stated that Synchro/SimTraffic does not have the direct capacity to model LRT. The
Southwest Transitway DEIS — Traffic Analysis Update in Appendix H also states that each station
and the impacts on operations and circulation will be addressed in a detailed analysis as part of the
FEIS. It is our understanding that VISSIM will be used to better assess LRT operations in the design
phase of the SW LRT.

The operations analysis completed for year 2017 and 2030 build conditions identified intersections
that are expected to operate at an unacceptable level of service. Further analysis of the potential
mitigation measures will be addressed in the FEIS.

The Southwest Transitway DEIS — Traffic Analysis Update in Appendix H includes assumptions

related to future LRT and freight trains operating in the Kenilworth corridor. The operations analysis
assumes a freight train with 30 cars at 60 feet each, traveling at 10 mph. This results in 150 seconds

for a freight train to cross an intersection. According to field observations conducted for the City in

2011, a freight train traveling across Wooddale Avenue and Beltline Boulevard required 10 minutes

of vehicular delay during the morning peak hour. The significant difference between the observed F)4
delay and assumed delay for a freight train crossing could have a measurable impact on the
operations analysis results for 2018 and 2030. In addition, the Southwest Transitway DEIS — Traffic
Analysis Update results state that “these queues are not anticipated to impact the signal operations at
the high volume intersection of CSAH 25 and Beltline Boulevard.” Further analysis of this issue
should be addressed as part of the FEIS.

The At-Grade Queue Analysis in Appendix H includes the details of the queuing impacts related to

various freight train lengths. This technical memorandum dated May 31, 2012 was completed after P4

the Southwest Transitway DEIS — Traffic Analysis Update (March 21, 2012). This analysis further
evaluated the 30-car train at 10 mph, in addition to a 120-car train at 10 mph. The results of the 2010
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and 2030 analysis identified significant queues impacting adjacent intersections along the Wooddale
Avenue and Beltline Boulevard corridors for the 30-car and 120-car scenarios. The general note
summarizing the analysis states that “a scenario in which a (LRT) train arrives during this relatively
short timeframe is possible, but would likely be a relatively rare occurrence.” As previously stated,
further analysis of this issue should be addressed as part of the FEIS.

The Operational Impacts at Intersections section describes the analysis conducted to identify LRT
impacts on intersection operations to determine “how well intersections function to move traffic and
pedestrians”. However, this section is limited to vehicular and freight rail traffic. The Southwest
Transitway DEIS — Traffic Analysis Update in Appendix H states that pedestrians were not modeled
due to low pedestrian counts. The impacts on pedestrians and bicyclists traveling through the
intersections and roadways near the LRT stations should be considered in the FEIS. This should also
include impacts on the regional trail at-grade crossing in close proximity to the future LRT
alignment.

D. Vacated EAW and other Processes

The re-routing of trains from Kenilworth to the MN&S tracks is not a new idea. It is a concept that
was the focus of an EAW that was prepared and submitted in 2011 and vacated later that year.
While that process is not acknowledged in the SW DEIS, it appears that the design for the re-route
proposed in the SW DEIS and the evaluation of that design is identical to the work done for the
vacated 2011 EAW, with no new analyses. In 2011 the City carefully reviewed the EAW and found
it to be inadequate. The City hired its own independent consultant (SEH) to help review the EAW,
identify potential alternative routes for freight rail and analyze the potential of freight rail in both the
MN&S and the Kenilworth routes. One of those alternative Kenilworth routes formed the basis for
the SW DEIS co-location alternative (Alternative 3A-1). Since the SW DEIS essentially
incorporates the 2011 EAW and SEH concept plan, the City is submitting as part of its comments on
the SW DEIS, its comments on the 2011 EAW and the four technical memos prepared by SEH
regarding freight rail and the freight rail alternative routes. All of the materials St. Louis Park
previously submitted are attached.

E. Freight Rail Easement Description in Error

P4

P8,
P9

In the Implementation of Freight Rail Relocation section of Chapter 2, page 2-27, the DEIS says that
“A perpetual easement across the remediated property for the proposed freight rail connection was

granted by Hennepin County to the City of St. Louis Park....”. This is incorrect. The City was

required as a condition of an Environmental Remediation Fund (ERF) grant to secure an easement

for the area anticipated to be needed for connecting Bass Lake Spur to the MN&S. The City holds

M4

the easement which was granted by the redeveloper of the former National Lead site. Real Estate
Recycling received contamination cleanup grants from Hennepin County, the Metropolitan Council
and the State of Minnesota, as well as tax-increment financing from the City of St. Louis Park so as
to facilitate the construction of the Highway 7 Corporate Center on the north portion of the
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property. As a result of that redevelopment project, the City of St. Louis Park holds the easement for
rail purposes across the southern portion of the site. If the easement is not needed for a rail re-route C

connection, it is anticipated that the easement would be released making it possible to construct
another building in the southern portion of the site. The easement was secured by the City of St.
Louis Park in 2006.

The area included in the easement was based on the plan included in the 1999 St. Louis Park
Railroad Study. It is important to note that the 1999 St. Louis Park Freight Rail Study contemplated
that the complete connection between the Bass Lake Spur and the MN&S could be accomplished in
existing right of way and an easement across the former National Lead site. The improvement was
expected to involve new track starting at Louisiana Avenue and continuing east toward the MN&S
tracks, eventually curving to the north and connecting with the MN&S tracks just before (to the
south of) the railroad bridge over Hwy 7.

The project as proposed in the DEIS is dramatically bigger than what was anticipated in 1999. It
starts roughly 2000 feet west of Louisiana Avenue instead of at Louisiana Avenue. It requires the

taking of temporary and permanent easements; and, acquisition of property and relocation of
businesses on the south side of the Bass Lake Spur right of way that was never anticipated in C

1999. It requires the construction of a new bridge over Hwy 7, and construction of new MN&S
track south of Hwy 7 for roughly 1000 feet, neither of which was anticipated in 1999. These actions
are in addition to using the easement secured and held by the City of St. Louis Park.

The history of how TC&W trains came to be in Kenilworth in the late 1990s and what role the
MN&S alternative route played in that decision may be hard to sort out. Many people have different

opinions of what the history of that decision is, but it is absolutely clear that the scope and character QO
of the project to connect the Bass Lake Spur to the MN&S tracks is dramatically different from what

was envisioned in the late 1990s. That is a key reason why a complete and accurate evaluation of C
the actual specific current proposal should be the basis for a decision on the appropriate SWLRT

alternative. The project envisioned over 10 years ago is not the project proposed today.

F. Comments on the 12/12/12 DEIS update regarding questions from the Surface
Transportation Board

The Surface Transportation Board (STB) is an economic regulatory agency that Congress charged
with resolving railroad rate and service disputes and reviewing proposed railroad mergers. The STB
is an independent decision-making board, although it is administratively affiliated with the
Department of Transportation. The STB serves as both an adjudicatory and a regulatory body. The O
agency has jurisdiction over railroad rate and service issues and rail restructuring transactions Q
(mergers, line sales, line construction, and line abandonments) plus other transportation issues. The

STB accepted an invitation by the FTA to be cooperative agency for the SW LRT project. The

freight railroad issues on the SW LRT project may or may not be under the jurisdiction of the STB.
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HCRRA on December 10, 2012 answered a series of questions from the STB on the SW LRT DEIS.
These questions and responses were posted on the project website on December 12, 2012. The City
comments for submittal on December 31, 2012 on the entire SW LRT DEIS cover many of the
issues raised by the STB but they are spread throughout the DEIS comments. Attached are the STB
questions, the response from HCRRA, and responses from the City on the questions.
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Attachments:

vk wn R

City of St. Louis Park Resolutions: 10-070; 10-071; 10-005

FTA PE Approval Letter SW Corridor 09-02-11

Letter from City to Metropolitan Council dated 9-23-11

Letter from Metropolitan Council dated 10-21-11

EAW

MNS EAW Track profiles (by Kimley Horn and AECOM)

CP and TC&W letters of 06-14-11 on EAW

SEH Technical Memos 1-3

City comments on EAW; SEH Tech Memo #4 and attachments, including:

o 0 T o

e Southern connection drawing
e Skunk Hollow wye area
e Wider r-o-w north of Highway 5
e Comparison of Alternative 3A and 3A-1 Freight Rail Corridor Widths and
Proximity to Homes
e. North frontage road under MN&S
MnDOT EAW Withdrawal Resolution
Letter to HCRRA dated 10-14-08
Wooddale and Beltline Grade Separation Summary 05-05-11

Railroad Easement

. SW LRT Traffic Review by SRF

. TKDA Final Report 11-18-09

. TKDA Plan Set 2009

. RL Banks Study Presentation 11-29-10

. TCWR Route Alternatives Study by Amfahr 11-29-10
. STB questions, HCRRA response, City response

. Specific Comments DEIS by page
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RESOLUTION NO. 10-005

RESOLUTION RELATING TO HENNEPIN COUNTY'S DECISION OF A LOCALLY
PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE FOR THE SOUTHWEST TRANSITWAY

WHEREAS, the City of St. Louis Park has been an active participant and supporter of
trapsit in the Southwest corridor, and

WHEREAS, the City of St. Louis Park has participated in the Technical, Policy and
Community Advisory Committees for the Southwest Transitway, and

WHEREAS, the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) unanimously recommended the
selection of Route 3A as the locally preferred alternative with conditions including that agencies
work cooperatively to identify impacts, mitigation requirements, and mitigation funding options to
address the potential of rerouting freight rail in a parallel process with the Southwest LRT DEIS and
to identify the freight rail issue and impacts as a part of the “secondary and cumulative impacts.”

WHEREAS, the Policy Advisory Committee (PAC) recommended the selection of Route
3A as the locally preferred alternative with the conditions as recommended by the TAC.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of St. Louis Park that it
supports Hennepin County’s decision of LRT alignment 3A as the locally preferred alternative for
the-Squthwest Transitway.

3

Revievyceli: for Administration: Adoptedbyjthe City Council January 19, 2010
)

Attest:

T m

City Clerk ﬁ
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RESOLUTION NO. 10-070

RESOLUTION RELATING TO FREIGHT RAIL ACTIVITY IN
THE CITY OF ST. LOUIS PARK -

WHEREAS, the City of St. Louis Park is committed to protect and enhance the quality of
its neighborhoods; and,

WHEREAS, several railroads operate within the City of St. Louis Park and railroad
operations can have adverse impacts on the City and its neighbothoods; and,

WHEREAS, the City of St. Louis Park seeks to provide a clear, concise statement of its
position regarding freight rail activity in the City today and in the future; and,

WHEREAS, the City of St. Louis Park has always opposed the rerouting of freight rail

traffic through our community; and

WHEREAS, the City of St. Louis Park adopted the Railroad Task Force Recommendations
of May 23, 2001 by Resolution No. 01-120, which included St. Louis Park’s opposxuon to the
rerouting of freight rail; and

WHEREAS, the City of St. Louis P;l[k has been an active participant and supporter of

transit in the Southwest corridor, and

WHEREAS, the City of St. Louis Park has participated in the Technical, Policy and

Community Advisory Committees for the Southwest Transitway, and

WHEREAS, the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) unanimously recommended the
selection of Route 3A as the locally preferred alternative with conditions including that agencies
work cooperatively to identify impacts, mitigation requirements, and mitigation funding options to
address the potential of rerouting freight rail in a parallel process with the Southwest LRT DEIS and
to identify the freight rail issue and impacts as a part of the “secondary and cumulative impacts.”;
and,

WHEREAS, the City of St. Louis Park adopted Resolution No. 10-05 in support of
Hennepin County’s decision of LRT alignment 3A (through the Kenilworth Corridor) as the locaiiy
preferred alternative for the Southwest Transitway ; and,

WHEREAS, the City of St Louis Park participated in the Technical, Policy and
Community Advisory Committees for the Southwest Transitway.
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Resolution No. 10-070 -2-

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of St. Louis Park that the
City of St. Louis Park:

1. Supports the implementation of the Southwest Transitway LR'T' project; and,

2. Continues to support the May 23, 2001 Railroad Task Force Recommendations adopted
by the City Council October 21, 2001; and,

3. Opposes the introduction of any rerouted freight rail traffic north and south through the
City of St. Louis Park; and,

4. Opposes the rerouting of freight rail traffic from the Kenilworth corridor to St. Louis
Park unless the following conditions are clearly met:

a.

It is established through a very thorough and careful analysis that no other viable
route exists;

There is approptiate mitigation of any and all negative impacts associated with
rail rerouting, funded by sources other than the City of St. Louis Park. Potential
negative impacts that should be addressed include but are not limited to noise,
vibration, odors, traffic congestion and safety, school use and safety, park use and
safety; and, circulation/access in the community by vehicle, pedestrian, transit
and bicycle;

Elimination of railroad switching, sordng and blocking operations within the
City of St. Louis Park; and funded by some other source than the City of St
Louis Park;

Removal of the existing “wye” rail tracks in the vicinity of Oxford Street and any
other tracks not needed for through train traffic including the rail tracks east of
any new interconnections between the East-West CP-TCWR tracks and the
North-South CP-MNS tracks;

Creation of a freight rail single track corridor with significant righc-of-way and
safety measures incorporated between the track and adjacent properties;

Creation of a whistle-quiet zone funded by sources other than the City of St.
Louis Park throughout the entire north-south MNS corridor.

ﬁ)r Administration: Adopﬁby the Ciry Coundil July 6, 2010

' —

City Madager

Arcest:

Mayor

RALITR Y. -
d

City Clerk
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RESOLUTION NO. 10-071

RESOLUTION REQUESTING HENNEPIN COUNTY REGIONAL RAIL AUTHORITY
(HCRRA) REANALYZE THE POTENTIAL ROUTES IN THE 2009 TCWR FREIGHT

RAIL REALIGNMENT STUDY IN GREATER DETAIL

WHEREAS, in 2009 Hennepin County Regional Rail Authority conducted a study titled,
“TCWR Freight Rail Realignment Study” that evaluated options for moving freight rail from the

Kenilworth

corridor; and

WHEREAS, this study considered six options for TCWR operations, and

WHEREAS, the six options were not adequately or equally evaluated in the report, and

WHEREAS, additional information that evenly applies criteria to each option is necessary to

ensute a viable, cost-effective route is selected.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED BY the City Council of the City of St. Louis

Park;

Rev{ew b

The City Council hereby requests Hennepin County Regional Rail Authority more fully
evaluate the six options previously evaluated.

The additdonal study should evenly apply the same evaluation criteria to each route.

The evaluation should include, but not be limited to, such items as: an explanation of
the future routes to Minneapolis and St. Paul; impacts to crossing Highway 100; a
quantification of the number of at-grade road crossings and number and proximity of
homes, schools and other sensitive uses along each route; impacts on public safety and
transportation networks; operational impacts for TCWR and cost to compensate for
possible competitive TC&W disadvantage due to route selection; an analysis of routing
both freight rail and light rail through the Kenilworth corridor right-of way; and more
derailed analysis of the projected costs for each route, including property acquisitions,
environmental mitigation, and other factors outlined in the letter from St. Louis Park to
the County in July 2009.

The evaluation should ensure that the analysis and criteria are applied consistently and
equally for each route to provide a basis and understanding for decision making,

The analysis should be done in sufficient detail and reported in a format that makes it
possible for St. Louis Park to fully understand the positive and negative impacts of each
alternative on St. Louis Park itself.

¢ dministration: ﬁﬁjted by the City Council July 6, 2010

p—————

\
City\f‘ﬁan‘

Artest:

)
g Mayo/ v o/

City Clerk
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REGION V 200 West Adams Street
U.S. Department lllinois, Indiana, Suite 320
of Transportation Michigan, Minnesota, Chicago, IL 60606-5253

. . Ohio, Wisconsin 312-353-2789

Federal Transit 312-886-0351 (fax)
Administration
The Honorable Susan Haigh September 2, 2011
Chairman

Metropolitan Council
390 Robert Street North
St. Paul, MN 55101-1805

Re: Preliminary Engineering Approval for the Minneapolis Southwest Corridor Light Rail Project
Dear Ms. Haigh:

The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) is pleased to inform you that the Metropolitan Council’s
(MC) Southwest Corridor light rail transit (LRT) project located in the City of Minneapolis and
Hennepin County has been approved into the preliminary engineering (PE) phase of project
development of the New Starts program. This approval for the initiation of PE is a requirement of
Federal transit law governing the New Starts program [40 U.S.C. Section 5309(e)(6)].

This PE approval is for an approximately 15.8-mile double track light rail line extending from the
current Target Field station on the eastern end of the route in downtown Minneapolis through
several suburban municipalities, including Minnetonka, Hopkins, St. Louis Park and terminating in
Eden Prairie at Mitchell Road/Trunk Highway 5 on the western end of the route. The project
includes construction of 17 new at-grade stations, 15 park-and-ride facilities with 3,500 total
spaces, 26 light rail vehicles and a new rail maintenance facility. The project will operate in a
dedicated surface transitway in the median of existing streets, with approximately 1.47 miles of
elevated guideway via a flyover bridge over active Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railway freight
tracks at Lyndale Junction in Minneapolis and 0.2 miles of tunnel where the LRT line will operate
under existing streets near Target Field. The project will link to the existing Hiawatha LRT and
the Northstar commuter rail lines and the Central Corridor LRT line, currently under construction,
at Target Field and will share tracks with the Central Corridor on 5™ Street in downtown
Minneapolis, thus providing a one-seat ride from Eden Prairie to Union Depot in downtown St.
Paul. The estimated capital cost of the project in year-of-expenditure dollars is $1,250.48 million.
MC is seeking $625.24 million (50 percent) in Section 5309 New Starts funds. The Southwest
LRT line is expected to carry 29,700 average weekday riders in 2030.

With this approval, MC has pre-award authority to incur costs for PE activities prior to grant
approval while retaining eligibility for future FTA grant assistance for the incurred costs. This pre-
award authority does not constitute an FTA commitment that future Federal funds will be approved
for the project. As with all pre-award authority, all Federal requirements must be met prior to
incurring costs in order to retain eligibility of the costs for future FTA grant assistance. FTA’s
approval to initiate PE is not a commitment to approve or fund any final design or construction
activities. Such a decision must await the outcome of the analyses to be performed during PE,
including completion of the environmental review process.
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FTA is required by law to evaluate a proposed project against a number of New Starts criteria and
ensure that prospective grant recipients demonstrate the technical, legal and financial capability to
implement the project. Based on an evaluation of the Southwest LRT project against these criteria,
FTA has assigned the project an overall rating of “Medium.”

FTA and its Project Management Oversight Contractor (PMOC) conducted a detailed review of the
scope, schedule, cost and project risks of the Southwest LRT and the technical capacity and
capability of MC to implement the project. FTA has determined that the project meets the
requirements for entry into PE and that the MC possesses the technical capacity and capability to
implement the project. Some of the key items that MC must address during PE include:

Project Scope

e Solidify the scope for an Operating and Maintenance Facility (OMF). It is unclear if a heavy
OMEF or a light OMF will be needed. MC must make a decision as eatly in PE as possible so
the corresponding impacts can be properly evaluated during the environmental review process.

e In consultation with the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA), determine the design
requirements for adequate safety features for street-grade crossings between the Southwest
LRT line and existing freight rail tracks. During PE, MC must address any design standards
that FRA requires such as crash walls or grade separations between the Southwest LRT and
freight traffic prior to seeking entry into Final Design.

o Analyze the impacts of relocating the Twin Cities & Western freight line, which currently
operates on a segment of the planned Southwest LRT route, in the project’s Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS). Because the freight relocation is necessary for MC to be able to
implement the Southwest LRT project as planned, the cost and scope of the freight line
relocation must be included in the Southwest LRT project scope and budget, regardless of the
funding sources that may be identified to pay for the work. This must be completed prior to
seeking entry into Final Design.

o Analyze the reconfiguration of the Canadian Pacific Railroad’s freight tracks where they will
be elevated over the Southwest LRT line and include the analysis in the Southwest LRT
project’s EIS and cost and scope. The planned flyover, as currently designed by MC, shows
sharp curvature, steep grades, and insufficient clearances. This must be completed prior to
secking entry into Final Design.

e Analyze the infrastructure needs, implementation schedule, and planned operations of the
Interchange project as it may impact the design, cost, and operations of the Southwest LRT
project. The evaluation must be completed prior to seeking entry into Final Design.

Project Schedule

o Based on the results of FTA’s pre-PE risk assessment, the schedule for the project is overly
aggressive. MC currently projects a Revenue Service Date (RSD) of April 2017. FTA
recommends a RSD no earlier than the first quarter of 2018. MC should work with FTA during
PE to arrive at an agreed upon schedule,
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e During PE, MC should develop'a comprehensive third party coordination plan to address all
stakeholder issues, particularly right-of-way acquisition plans, memoranda of agreement (if
appropriate), and all requisite permits.

Project Cost

o MC should implement design-to-budget controls and procedures that would require the design
team to continually monitor the affect of design development and evolution on the overall
project cost, in conjunction with cost estimating activities.

Technical Capacity

e During PE, MC should revise the Project Management Plan (PMP) to specify that staff from
the Central Corridor LRT project will also be used for the Southwest LRT project. The MC
needs to ensure that adequate staff with the requisite technical expertise will be available to
manage the Southwest LRT project’s implementation.

Project Funding

The payout of FTA Section 5309 New Starts funds in MC’s financial plan exceeds

$100 million per year from 2015 through 2017. Given the current uncertainty surrounding a
timeframe for surface transportation reauthorization, the significantly reduced Fiscal Year

(FY) 2011 budget for the New Starts program, and the current conversations in Congress
surrounding development of the FY 2012 budget, MC should assume no more than

$100 million per year in annual New Starts funding. Given the considerable number of large, high
cost projects curtently in the New Starts pipeline, it is not possible for the program to provide
significantly higher amounts than this on an annual basis to any one project should the program
funding level remain at its F'Y 2011 level of $1.6 billion. In the event the New Starts program’s
funding level increases prior to execution of a Full Funding Grant Agreement for the project, FTA
will reconsider adjustments to the annual New Starts funding assumptions and coordinate with MC
appropriately.

Civil Rights Compliance

Pursuant to the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and its implementing regulations, including FTA Circular
4702.1 (Title VI Program Guidelines for FTA Recipients, Part I, Section 114), FTA approved
MC’s Title VI program on March 17, 2011. MC must submit a Title VI program update at least 30
calendar days before the current Title VI approval expires on March 17, 2014.

MC has an approved Disadvantaged Business Enterprise goal (DBE). An updated DBE three-year
goal is due to FTA on August 1, 2014. MC’s most recent Equal Employment Opportunity Plan
expires on November 11, 2013.

As project development continues, MC is reminded to ensure that the vehicles, stations and
facilities are designed and engineered to ensure compliance with current standards for accessibility
under U.S. Department of Transportation regulations implementing the transportation provisions of
the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (ADA). MC is advised to independently verify
manufacturers’ claims of ADA compliance, and to consult with FTA’s Office of Civil Rights
concerning ADA requirements as project development progresses. The Office of Civil Rights will
provide MC a separate letter further detailing ADA compliance issues in the near future.
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MC must work with FTA during PE to address the concerns identified above, along with any
others that are identified as project development progresses. As PE proceeds, FTA will provide
more detail to MC regarding other deliverables that should be completed prior to requesting
approval to enter Final Design.

FTA looks forward to working closely with MC during the development of the Southwest light rail
project. If you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact Cyrell McLemore of my
office at (312) 886-1625.

Sincerely,

e ,., / i
&m, A A /&u((aj

Marisol R. Simon
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St. Louis Park

MINNESOTA

September 23, 2011

Ms. Susan Haigh, Chair
Metropolitan Council
390 Robert St. North

St. Paul, MN 55101-1805

Dear Ms. Haigh,

Congratulations to you and the Metropolitan Council on receiving authorization from the
Federal Transit Administration (FTA) to enter into the Preliminary Engineering (PE) phase for
the Southwest Light Rail Transit (SWLRT) project. As has been stated a number of times in the
past, the City of St. Louis Park is a strong supporter of the SWLRT project and is truly excited to
“have received the news that the project will be taking this significant step toward
implementation. We look forward to working in partnership with the Metropolitan Council,
Hennepin County, MnDOT and our partner communities along the SWLRT Corridor on the
planning, design and ultimately construction of this next component of the regional LRT system.

The FTA letter authorizing PE included a list of “key items” that must be addressed during the
PE process which have significant implications for St. Louis Park. Of particular note for St. -
Louis Park are the items that deal with (1) analyzing the impacts of relocating the TC&W freight
line within the SWLRT Environmental Impact Statement (EIS); (2) required the freight rail
relocation issue to be included in the SWLRT project scope and budget; (3) referenced a
Canadian Pacific “flyover” of the SWLRT line; and, (4) noted the need for Federal Railroad
Administration {FRA) involvement in determining appropriate standards for safety features and
separation between SWLRT and freight traffic.

While the inclusion of the freight rail issue in the SWLRT project is a significant development in
the on-going Freight Rail/LRT debate, we recognize that the references to freight rail in the
FTA'’s letter are far from a detailed plan on how to proceed. It does not necessarily resolve the
issue of where TC&W ftrains will be routed and does not resolve specifically what mitigation for
freight rail relocation is needed. The FTA requirement to include freight rajl relocation and the
analysis of potential impacts in the SWLRT project raises many questions about how this will be
done and what happens next.

The City of St. Louis Park respectfully requests that the Metropolitan Council provide
clarification at the earliest possible date as to how the key items listed in the FTA letter will be
addressed during the PE process. More specifically we ask the following:

1. The third bullet in the Project Scope list in the FTA letter states that the impacts of
relocating the TC&W freight line be analyzed in the SWLRT EIS. The City is requesting

5005 Minnetonka Blvd. * St. Louis Park, Minnesota 55416-2216

Phone: (952) 924-2500 » Fax: {952) 9242170 = Hearing Impaizred: (952) 924-2518 1508
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Ms. Susan Haigh
Page Two
September 23, 2011

clarification about how this will be done, who will do the work and when, and how will
the NEPA required EIS scoping process be handled?

2. At the core of the NEPA process is the requirement to consider and evaluate alternatives.
Based on this requirement, can St. Louis Park assume that, at a minimum, one of the
alternatives for the routing of the TC&W trains that will be considered and evaluated is
co-location of freight and LRT trains in the Kenilworth Corridor? Please note that St.
Louis Park has analyzed co-location of freight and LRT in the Kenilworth Corridor and
has found it to be feasible and advantageous for a variety of reasons 1nclud1ng safety and
cost. We would be happy to share this information with you.

3. The fourth Project Scope bullet refers to “reconfiguration of the Canadian Pacific
Railroad’s freight tracks...” It also references a “flyover”. Clarification is sought as to
where the referenced tracks are located; and, if it is referring to tracks in St. Louis Park.
-The City requests participation in the analysis and design process required by FTA.

4. The second Project Scope bullet states that design requirements and standards regarding
freight rail/LRT crossings and freight rail/LRT separations need to be developed in
consultation with the FRA. The City would like to know when and how the Met Council
will satisfy this FTA requirement and requests inclusion in this process.

5. What will be the overall plan for allowing public participation and information sharing
during the PE process?

We look forward to your response to this letter and working together in partnership toward
successful implementation of the SWLRT project. We believe authorization by the FTA to begin
SWLRT PE makes it all the more important that we move forward to address unresolved issues
in a spirit of cooperation and a focus on problem solving. We believe inclusion of the freight rail
issue in the SWLRT PE process can be embraced as a constructive step and an opportunity to
move forward the overall SW LRT project. We hope that you will see this request for
clarification and information in that light.

Sincerely,

ﬁor %]acﬂ ¢ C g

St. Louis Park Clty ouncil

Jim Brimeyer, District 6 Representative, Metropolitan Council
Mark Fuhrman, Metropolitan Council

Hennepin County Commissioner Gail Dorfman

Phil Eckhert, Director of Housing, Community Works and Transit
Marisol R. Simon, FTA
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October 21, 2011

Mayor Jeff Jacobs

City of St. Louis Park
5005 Minnetonka Blvd.
St. Louis Park, MN 55416

Dear Mayor Jacobs,

I am writing in response to your letter dated September 23, 2011 where you ask several questions on
behalf of St. Louis Park related to the Federal Transit Administration's (FTA) letter authorizing the
Southwest Light Rail Transit Project (SWLRT) entry into Preliminary Engineering,

On behalf of the Metropolitan Council, thank you for your community’s strong commitment to partnering
in the success of this project. We are all excited to have received the FTA letter allowing us to begin the
necessary planning and engineering work to resolve this project's critical challenges.

The Met Council understands the city’s concerns regarding the freight rail relocation issue, As we are
still early in the development process of the SWLR'T project, we are not able to readily answer all of your
questions at this time. What we do know is the FTA is now considering the work related to resolving this
issue part of the scope and budget of SWLRT. The FTA has not weighed in on what roles local agencies
are to take in this process and view this determination as a local decision. Hennepin County Regional
Railroad Authority has been the lead agency on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for SWLRT
and will continue in that role with ongoing support from the project office.

The Met Council and the project office recognize the importance of local stakeholders in the development
and evaluation of all critical elements of the project, including Freight Rail Relocation. We understand
St. Louis Park’s desire to be a participant in the technical evaluations of the Freight Rail Relocation issue
and will invite city staff to participate in these discussions when appropriate.

The project office is currently in the process of seeking a senior management position that will be
responsible for communications and outreach for SWLRT. This person will be responsible for the
development of a proactive communications plan that allows for ample public participation and for
effective delivery of project information to stakeholders as well as the general public. We hope to have
this individual working on the project within the next 30 — 60 days.

Again, thank you for your strong interest in SWLRT. We look forward to St. Louis Park’s continued support.
Sincerely,

Stea SPegl—

Chalr. Metropolitan Council

cc:  St. Louis Park City Council Henn, Co, Commissioner Gail Dorfman
Jim Brimeyer, Metropolitan Council Member Phil Eckhert, Hennepin County
Mark Fuhrmann, CCPO Marisol Simon, FTA

www.metrocouncil.org

390 Robert Street North » St. Paul, MN 55101-1805 « (651) 602-1000 « Fax (651) 602-1550 « TTY (651) 291-0904
An Equal Opportunity Employer
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