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the PBA comport in all respects with 
Federal law. 
(Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance 
Program Number 20.205, Highway Planning 
and Construction. The regulations 
implementing Executive Order 12372 
regarding intergovernmental consultation on 
Federal programs and activities apply to this 
program.) 

Authority: 23 U.S.C. 315; 23 CFR 771.123. 

Issued on: January 4, 2012. 
Jonathan D. McDade, 
Division Administrator, Federal Highway 
Administration, Albany, New York. 
[FR Doc. 2012–296 Filed 1–9–12; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 4910–22–P 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Federal Highway Administration 

Notice of Final Federal Agency Actions 
on Proposed Highway in Utah 

AGENCY: Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA), DOT. 
ACTION: Notice of Limitation on Claims 
for Judicial Review of Actions by FHWA 
and other Federal agencies. 

SUMMARY: This notice announces actions 
taken by the FHWA and other Federal 
agencies that are final within the 
meaning of 23 U.S.C. 139(l)(1). The 
actions relate to a proposed 
transportation corridor project (Provo 
Westside Connector) in Provo, Utah 
County in the State of Utah. These 
actions grant licenses, permits, and 
approvals for the project. 
DATES: By this notice, the FHWA is 
advising the public of final agency 
actions subject to 23 U.S.C. 139(l)(1). A 
claim seeking judicial review of the 
FHWA actions on the highway project 
will be barred unless the claim is filed 
on or before July 8, 2012. If the Federal 
law that authorizes judicial review of a 
claim provides a time period of less 
than 180 days for filing such claim, then 
that shorter time period still applies. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For 
FHWA: Mr. Edward Woolford, 
Environmental Program Manager, 
Federal Highway Administration, 2520 
West 4700 South, Suite 9A, Salt Lake 
City, Utah 84129; telephone (801) 955– 
3524; email: Edward.Woolford@dot.gov. 
The FHWA Utah Division’s regular 
business hours are Monday through 
Friday, 7:30 a.m. to 4:30 p.m. MST. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Notice is 
hereby given that the FHWA and other 
Federal agencies have taken final agency 
actions by issuing licenses, permits, and 
approvals for the following highway 
project in the State of Utah: the Provo 

Westside Connector in Provo, Utah 
County, Utah, project number FHWA– 
UT–EIS–10–01–F. Federal Lead Agency: 
Federal Highway Administration. 

Project description: The Selected 
Alternative (1860 South Alternative) 
implements a transportation project 
consisting of: (1) A new arterial roadway 
from the Interstate 15 interchange 
located at 1860 South/University 
Avenue (the Interchange) to 3110 West 
Street near the entrance to the Provo 
Airport (Mike Jense Parkway) in Provo; 
(2) three-way intersections located at 
500 West, 1100 West, and Mike Jense 
Parkway; (3) the typical cross-section for 
the roadway consists of a total of five 
travel lanes: two travel lanes in each 
direction, and a center turn lane 
median, a 2-foot paved shoulder on each 
side, curb and gutter on the north side 
of the roadway, and a 10-foot paved trail 
on the south side of the roadway 
separated from the paved roadway by a 
9-foot vegetated drainage swale (without 
curb and gutter); (4) three (3) parking 
pull-out locations are planned for trail 
access. One of these, at 500 West, 
replaces and improves an existing 
recreational access maintained by the 
Utah Division of Wildlife Resources; 
and an unpaved roadway accesses 
would be provided for private and 
public land parcels south of the 
roadway. 

The actions by the FHWA and other 
Federal agencies, and the laws under 
which such actions were taken, are 
described in the FEIS for the project, 
approved on October 12, 2011, in the 
FHWA Record of Decision (ROD) issued 
on January 3, 2012, and in other 
documents in the FHWA administrative 
record. The FEIS, ROD, and other 
documents in the FHWA administrative 
record are available by contacting the 
FHWA at the address provided above. 
The FHWA FEIS and ROD can be 
viewed and downloaded from the 
project Web site at http:// 
www.provowestsideconnector.com or 
viewed at public libraries in the project 
area. 

This notice applies to all Federal 
agency decisions as of the issuance date 
of this notice and all laws under which 
such actions were taken, including but 
not limited to: 

1. General: National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) [42 U.S.C. 4321– 
4351]; Federal-Aid Highway Act [23 
U.S.C. 109 and 23 U.S.C. 128]; 

2. Air: Clean Air Act [42 U.S.C. 7401– 
7671(q)]; 

3. Land: Section 4(f) of the 
Department of Transportation Act of 
1966 [49 U.S.C. 303]; 

4. Wildlife: Endangered Species Act 
[16 U.S.C. 1531–1544 and Section 

1536]; Migratory Bird Treaty Act [16 
U.S.C. 703–712]; 

5. Historic and Cultural Resources: 
Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act of 1966, as amended 
[16 U.S.C. 470(f) et seq.]; 

6. Social and Economic: Civil Rights 
Act of 1964 [42 U.S.C. 2000(d)– 
2000(d)(1)]; Farmland Protection Policy 
Act (FPPA) [7 U.S.C. 4201–4209]; 

7. Wetlands and Water Resources: 
Safe Drinking Water Act [42 U.S.C. 300f 
et seq.]; TEA–21 Wetlands Mitigation 
[23 U.S.C. 103(b)(6)(m), 133(b)(11)]; 
Flood disaster Protection Act [42 U.S.C. 
4001–129]. Executive Orders: E.O. 
11990, Protection of Wetlands; E.O. 
11988, Floodplain Management; E.O. 
12898, Federal Actions to Address 
Environmental Justice in Minority 
Populations and Low Income 
Populations; E.O. 13175, Consultation 
and Coordination with Indian Tribal 
Governments; E.O. 13112, Invasive 
Species. Nothing in this notice creates a 
cause of action under these Executive 
Orders. 
(Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance 
Program Number 20.205, Highway Planning 
and Construction. The regulations 
implementing Executive Order 12372 
regarding intergovernmental consultation on 
Federal programs and activities apply to this 
program.) 

Authority: 23 U.S.C. 139(l)(1). 

Issued on: January 4, 2012. 
James C. Christian, 
Division Administrator, Salt Lake City. 
[FR Doc. 2012–292 Filed 1–9–12; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 4910–RY–P 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Federal Transit Administration 

Intent To Prepare an Environmental 
Impact Statement on the Bottineau 
Transitway Project From Minneapolis 
to Maple Grove in Hennepin County, 
MN 

AGENCY: Federal Transit Administration 
(FTA), Department of Transportation 
(DOT). 
ACTION: Notice of intent to prepare an 
environmental impact statement (EIS). 

SUMMARY: The FTA, as the lead federal 
agency, the Hennepin County Regional 
Railroad Authority (HCRRA), and the 
Metropolitan Council intend to prepare 
an EIS for the proposed Bottineau 
Transitway project located along the 
Bottineau Transitway Corridor in 
Hennepin County, Minnesota. The 
proposed transitway, approximately 13 
miles long, would connect downtown 
Minneapolis with North Minneapolis 
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and the northwest suburbs of the Twin 
Cities. The transitway would originate 
in Minneapolis near the existing Target 
Field Station, where several existing 
transit lines converge, and would 
extend to the following suburbs: 
Robbinsdale, Golden Valley, Crystal, 
New Hope, Brooklyn Park, Maple Grove, 
and Osseo. The EIS will be prepared in 
accordance with Section 102(2)C of the 
National Environmental Policy Act of 
1969 (NEPA) and pursuant to the 
Council on Environmental Quality’s 
regulations (40 Code of Federal 
Regulations [CFR] parts 1500–08), as 
well as provisions of the Safe, 
Accountable, Flexible, Efficient 
Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for 
Users (SAFETEA–LU). The purpose of 
this notice is to alert interested parties 
of the intent to prepare the EIS; provide 
information on the proposed transit 
project; invite public participation in 
the EIS process, including comments on 
the scope of the EIS proposed in this 
notice; and serve as an announcement of 
public and agency scoping meetings. 
DATES: Written comments on the scope 
of the EIS should be sent to Brent Rusco, 
Bottineau Transitway Project Manager, 
on or before February 17, 2012. See 
ADDRESSES below for the locations to 
which written comments may be 
submitted. Public scoping meetings will 
be held on the following dates, in order 
to solicit input on the scope of the EIS: 

• January 23, 2012, from 4:30 to 6:30 
p.m., at the Theodore Wirth Chalet, 
1301 Theodore Wirth Parkway, 
Minneapolis, Minnesota. 

• January 24, 2012, from 6 to 8 p.m., 
at Brooklyn Park City Hall, 5200 85th 
Avenue North, Brooklyn Park, 
Minnesota. 

• January 25, 2012, from 5:30 to 7:30 
p.m., at the Urban Research and 
Outreach/Engagement Center (UROC), 
2001 Plymouth Avenue North, 
Minneapolis, Minnesota. 

• January 31, 2012, from 6 to 8 p.m., 
at the Robbinsdale City Hall, 4100 
Lakeview Avenue North, Robbinsdale, 
Minnesota. 

An interagency scoping meeting for 
agencies with interest in the project will 
be held on the following date: 

• January 19, 2012, from 9 to 11 a.m., 
at the Kimley-Horn and Associates 
office, 2550 University Avenue West, 
Suite 238N, St. Paul, Minnesota. 

All the scoping meetings will be 
accessible to persons with disabilities. If 
special translation or signing services or 
other special accommodations are 
needed, please contact Brent Rusco (see 
ADDRESSES below) at least 48 hours prior 
to the meeting. Project information 
outlining the project purpose and need, 

as well as alternatives proposed for 
analysis, will be available in the form of 
a scoping information packet, at the 
meetings and on the project Web site: 
http://bottineautransitway.org. Paper 
copies of the information may also be 
obtained from Brent Rusco [see 
ADDRESSES below]. 
ADDRESSES: Comments on the scope of 
the EIS will be accepted at the scoping 
meetings, or written comments should 
be sent to Brent Rusco, Bottineau 
Transitway Project Manager, Hennepin 
County, 701 Fourth Avenue South, 
Suite 400, Minneapolis, MN 55415, 
Phone: (612) 543–0579, Email: 
Brent.rusco@co.hennepin.mn.us, Fax: 
(612) 348–9710. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Lois 
Kimmelman, Environmental Protection 
Specialist, FTA Region V, Chicago, 
Illinois, (312) 353–4060; or Bill 
Wheeler, Community Planner, FTA 
Region V, Chicago, Illinois, (312) 353– 
2639. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

Scoping 
The FTA, HCRRA, and the 

Metropolitan Council invite all 
interested individuals and 
organizations, public agencies, and 
Native American Tribes to comment on 
the scope of the EIS for the proposed 
Bottineau Transitway, including the 
project’s purpose and need, the 
alternatives to be studied, the 
environmental impacts to be evaluated, 
and the evaluation methods to be used. 
Comments should address: (1) Feasible 
alternatives that may better achieve the 
project’s purpose and need with fewer 
adverse impacts, and (2) any significant 
impacts relating to the alternatives. 

‘‘Scoping,’’ as described in the 
regulations implementing NEPA (Title 
40 of CFR 1501.7) has specific and fairly 
limited objectives, one of which is to 
identify the significant issues associated 
with alternatives that will be examined 
in detail in the document, while 
simultaneously limiting consideration 
and development of issues that are not 
truly significant. It is during the NEPA 
scoping process that potentially 
significant environmental impacts— 
those that give rise to the need to 
prepare an EIS—should be identified. 
Impacts that are deemed not to be 
significant need not be developed 
extensively in the context of the EIS, 
thereby keeping the EIS focused on 
impacts of consequence consistent with 
the ultimate objectives of the NEPA 
implementing regulations: ‘‘to make the 
environmental impact statement process 
more useful to decision makers and the 
public; and to reduce paperwork and 

the accumulation of extraneous 
background data, in order to emphasize 
the need to focus on real environmental 
issues and alternatives * * * [by 
requiring] impact statements to be 
concise, clear, and to the point, and 
supported by evidence that agencies 
have made the necessary environmental 
analyses.’’ (Executive Order 11991 of 
May 24, 1977.) 

Once the scope of the EIS is defined, 
and significant environmental issues to 
be addressed have been identified, an 
annotated outline of the EIS will be 
prepared that: (1) Documents the results 
of the scoping process, (2) contributes to 
the transparency of the process, and (3) 
provides a clear roadmap for concise 
development of the EIS. 

Purpose and Need for the Project 
The purpose of the Bottineau 

Transitway is to provide transit service 
which will satisfy the long-term regional 
mobility and local accessibility needs 
for businesses and the traveling public. 
Residents and businesses in the 
Bottineau Transitway project area need 
access to the region’s activity centers to 
fully participate in the region’s 
economy. Access to jobs in 
Minneapolis, St. Paul, the University of 
Minnesota, and the growing 
Minneapolis suburbs is crucial. Traffic 
congestion is expected to intensify in 
the Twin Cities Metropolitan Area 
through 2030 and beyond, and it cannot 
be addressed by highway construction 
alone. Current transit service in the 
Bottineau Transitway offers a limited 
number of viable alternatives to 
personal vehicles. Without major transit 
investments, it will be difficult to 
effectively meet the transportation 
needs of people and businesses in the 
corridor, manage highway traffic 
congestion in the project area, and 
achieve the region’s 2030 
Transportation Policy Plan (TPP) goal of 
doubling transit ridership by 2030. 

Five factors contribute to the need for 
the Bottineau Transitway project: 

• Growing travel demand resulting 
from continuing growth in population 
and employment. 

• Increasing traffic congestion and 
limited funding. 

• Growing numbers of people who 
depend on transit. 

• Limited transit service to suburban 
jobs (reverse commute opportunities) 
and travel-time competitive transit 
options. 

• Regional objectives for growth. 

Project Location of Environmental 
Setting 

The project is located in Hennepin 
County, Minnesota, and includes 
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downtown Minneapolis, Minnesota, and 
its northwest suburbs, including 
Robbinsdale, Golden Valley, Crystal, 
New Hope, Brooklyn Park, Maple Grove, 
and Osseo. 

Possible Alternatives 
The Bottineau Transitway 

Alternatives Analysis (AA) Study was 
completed by HCRRA in March 2010. 
The AA Study evaluated a no-build 
alternative and a broad range of build 
alternatives, including an enhanced 
bus/transportation system management 
alternative, as well as commuter rail, 
light rail transit (LRT), and bus rapid 
transit (BRT) alternatives. The study 
progressively narrowed down the build 
alternatives to a set of 21 alternatives 
which underwent detailed evaluation. 
The AA Study is posted on the project 
Web site. 

The following alternatives are 
currently under consideration for 
further study in the EIS: 

No-Build Alternative. The No-Build 
alternative serves as the baseline against 
which environmental effects of the 
Bottineau Transitway build alternatives 
are measured. It is defined as the 
existing transportation system in the 
Bottineau Transitway Corridor, plus any 
committed transportation improvements 
in the region, i.e., those roadway, transit 
facility, and service improvements that 
are planned, programmed, and included 
in the TPP, and that are to be 
implemented by the year 2030. The No- 
Build Alternative does not include the 
Bottineau Transitway project. It does 
include major regional transit projects 
such as the Green Line (Central Corridor 
LRT and Southwest Transitway LRT), 
Red Line (Cedar Avenue BRT), and the 
Orange Line (I–35W BRT), as well as 
minor transit service expansions and/or 
adjustments in order to continue 
existing Metropolitan Council service 
policies. 

Enhanced Bus/Transportation 
Systems Management (TSM) 
Alternative. The TSM alternative is 
defined as enhancements and upgrades 
to the existing transportation system in 
the Bottineau Transitway Corridor, such 
that the project’s purpose and need 
would be met as much as possible 
without a major capital investment. The 
TSM alternative could include bus route 
restructuring, scheduling 
improvements, new express and 
limited-stop services, intersection 
improvements, and other focused 
infrastructure improvements that would 
heighten the functioning of the current 
transit system. The specific combination 
of improvements to be incorporated into 
this alternative will be developed 
during EIS process. 

Light Rail Transit (LRT) Alternatives. 
All LRT alternatives would include 
several station stops between downtown 
Minneapolis and the Maple Grove/ 
Brooklyn Park area. These alternatives, 
which would follow West Broadway, 
the Burlington Northern Santa Fe 
(BNSF) rail corridor, and Olson 
Memorial Highway and/or Penn 
Avenue, would include tracks, stations 
and support facilities, as well as transit 
service for LRT and connecting bus 
routes. 

Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Alternative. 
The BRT alternative would include a 
busway in its own dedicated space 
(guideway) with several stations 
between downtown Minneapolis and 
the Brooklyn Park area. This alternative, 
which would follow West Broadway, 
the BNSF rail corridor, and Olson 
Memorial Highway, would include all 
facilities associated with the 
construction and operation of BRT, 
including right-of-way, travel lanes, 
stations, and support facilities, as well 
as transit service for BRT and 
connecting bus routes. 

Possible Effects 
The purpose of the EIS process is to 

study, in a public setting, the potentially 
significant effects of the proposed 
project on the quality of the human 
environment. Primary areas of 
investigation for this project include, 
but are not limited to: Land use and 
economic development; land 
acquisition, displacements, and 
relocation; neighborhood cohesion and 
environmental justice; historic 
resources; parklands; visual and 
aesthetic qualities; air quality; water 
quality, wetlands, and floodplains; 
wildlife/endangered species and 
ecosystems; noise; vibration; hazardous 
materials affected by demolition and 
construction activities; traffic 
circulation and transportation linkages; 
parking; pedestrian and bicycle 
connections; energy use; and safety and 
security. Effects will be evaluated in the 
context of both short-term construction 
and long-term operation of the proposed 
project. Direct project effects as well as 
indirect and cumulative effects on the 
environment will be addressed. The 
environmental analysis may reveal that 
the proposed project will not affect, or 
affect substantially, many of the primary 
areas of investigation. However, if any 
adverse impacts are identified, measures 
to avoid, minimize, or mitigate those 
adverse effects will be proposed. 

Procedures for Public and Agency 
Involvement 

The regulations implementing NEPA, 
as well as provisions of SAFETEA–LU, 

call for public involvement in the EIS 
process. Section 6002 of SAFETEA–LU 
(23 U.S.C. 139) requires that FTA, 
HCRRA, and the Metropolitan Council 
do the following: (1) Extend an 
invitation to other federal and non- 
federal agencies and Native American 
tribes that may have an interest in the 
proposed project to become 
‘‘participating agencies;’’ (2) provide an 
opportunity for involvement by 
participating agencies and the public to 
help define the purpose and need for 
proposed project, as well as the range of 
alternatives for consideration in the EIS; 
and (3) establish a plan for coordinating 
public and agency participation in, and 
comment on) the environmental review 
process. An invitation to become a 
participating or cooperating agency, 
with scoping materials appended, will 
be extended to other federal and non- 
federal agencies and Native American 
tribes that may have an interest in the 
proposed project. It is possible that 
FTA, HCRRA, and the Metropolitan 
Council will not be able to identify all 
federal and non-federal agencies and 
Native American tribes that may have 
such an interest. Any federal or non- 
federal agency or Native American 
tribes interested in the proposed project 
that does not receive an invitation to 
become a participating agency should 
notify at the earliest opportunity the 
Project Manager identified above under 
ADDRESSES. 

A comprehensive public involvement 
program for public and agency 
involvement will be developed for the 
project and posted on the project Web 
site. The public involvement program 
includes a full range of activities 
including maintaining the project Web 
site, and outreach to local officials, 
community and civic groups, and the 
general public. 

Paperwork Reduction 
The Paperwork Reduction Act seeks, 

in part, to minimize the cost to the 
taxpayer of the creation, collection, 
maintenance, use, dissemination, and 
disposition of information. Consistent 
with this goal and with principles of 
economy and efficiency in government, 
it is FTA policy to limit insofar as 
possible distribution of complete 
printed sets of environmental 
documents. Accordingly, unless a 
specific request for a complete printed 
set of environmental documents is 
received before the document is printed, 
at the latest, FTA and its grantees will 
distribute only the executive summary 
of environmental documents in printed 
form together with a compact disc (CD) 
that contains the complete 
environmental document. A complete 
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printed set of the environmental 
documents will be available for review 
at the grantee’s offices and elsewhere; 
an electronic copy of the complete 
environmental document will also be 
available on the grantee’s Web site. 

Other 

The EIS will be prepared in 
accordance with NEPA and its 
implementing regulations issued by the 
Council on Environmental Quality (40 
CFR parts 1500–1508), and with the 
FTA/Federal Highway Administration 

regulations ‘‘Environmental Impact and 
Related Procedures’’ (23 CFR part 771). 

Issued on: January 5, 2012. 
Marisol Simon, 
Regional Administrator, FTA, Region V. 
[FR Doc. 2012–264 Filed 1–9–12; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE P 
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  Publication Date: December 26, 2011  
 
 
Contact Person: Kate Sedlacek 
 ksedlacek@co.scott.mn.us 
 Scott County Government Center 
 200 Fourth Ave W. 
 Shakopee, MN  55379 
 952-496-8351 
 
 Allen Frechette 
 Environmental Health Manger 
 afrechette@co.scott.mn.us 
 Scott County Government Center 
 200 Fourth Ave W. 
 Shakopee, MN 55379 
 952-496-8354 
 
NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY - BOTTINEAU TRANSITWAY SCOPING 
BOOKLET 
 
Project Title:  Bottineau Transitway Project 
 
Local Project Proposer:  Hennepin County Regional Railroad Authority 
 
Responsible Governmental Unit (RGU):  Hennepin County Regional Railroad Authority 
  
Description:  The Federal Transit Administration (FTA), the Hennepin County Regional Railroad Authority 
(HCRRA) and the Metropolitan Council have initiated the environmental review process for the Bottineau 
Transitway Project.  Federal funding will be pursued for this project from FTA.  As a result, FTA-designated as 
the lead federal agency for this project–is undertaking environmental review in compliance with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).  As the local public agency sponsoring the project, HCRRA is complying 
with the requirements of the Minnesota Environmental Policy Act (MEPA).  The FTA, HCRRA and 
Metropolitan Council have determined that the Bottineau Transitway Project may have significant 
environmental impacts.  To satisfy both federal and state requirements, an Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) is being prepared for the Bottineau Transitway Project.  A Scoping Booklet has been prepared to serve as 
the Scoping Environmental Assessment Worksheet for the Bottineau Transitway Project, in compliance with the 
state environmental review requirements.   
 
The Bottineau Transitway is a proposed project that will provide for transit improvements in the highly traveled 
northwest area of the Twin Cities.  The Bottineau Transitway is located in Hennepin County, Minnesota, 
extending approximately 13 miles from downtown Minneapolis to the northwest through North Minneapolis 
and the suburbs of Golden Valley, Robbinsdale, Crystal, New Hope, Brooklyn Park, Maple Grove, and Osseo.  
Two types of high-frequency transit service are being studied for the Bottineau Transitway:  bus rapid transit 
(BRT) and light rail transit (LRT).   
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Copies of the Scoping Booklet which documents the project’s history, purpose and need of the project, 
proposed alternatives under consideration for study in the EIS, overall decision-making process/schedule, issues 
to be covered in the EIS, project schedule, and the public outreach/comment process are available for public 
review beginning December 23, 2011, at the following locations: 
 

• Project website – www.bottineautransitway.org 
• Maple Grove Library - 8001 Main St., Maple Grove  
• Osseo Library - 415 Ave., Osseo 
• Brooklyn Park Library - 8600 Zane Ave. N., Brooklyn Park 
• Brookdale Library - 6125 Shingle Creek Pkwy., Brooklyn Center 
• Rockford Road Library - 6401 42nd Ave. N., Crystal 
• Golden Valley Library - 830 Winnetka Ave. N., Golden Valley 
• North Regional Library - 1315 Lowry Ave. N., Minneapolis 
• Sumner Library - 611 Van White Memorial Blvd., Minneapolis 
• Hennepin County Public Library – 300 Nicollet Mall, Minneapolis 

 
To afford an opportunity for all interested persons, agencies and groups to be informed about the details of the 
Bottineau Transitway project, four formal public Scoping Meetings are scheduled for the following dates and 
locations: 
 
Scoping Open House #1 
Monday, January 23rd, 2012 
4:30 – 6:30 pm 
Theodore Wirth Chalet 
1301 Theodore Wirth Parkway, Minneapolis 
 
Scoping Open House #2 
Tuesday, January 24th, 2012 
6:00 – 8:00 pm 
Brooklyn Park City Hall 
5200 85th Avenue North, Brooklyn Park 
 
Scoping Open House #3 
Wednesday, January 25th, 2012 
5:30 – 7:30 pm 
Urban Research and Outreach/Engagement Center (UROC) 
2001 Plymouth Avenue North, Minneapolis 
 
Scoping Open House #4 
Tuesday, January 31, 2012 
6:00 -8:00 pm 
Robbinsdale City Hall 
4100 Lakeview Avenue, Robbinsdale 
 
All of the scoping meeting locations are accessible for persons with disabilities.   
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Government agencies will be invited to a separate Interagency Scoping meeting to be held as follows: 

Thursday, January 19, 2012 
9:00 – 11:00 am 
2550 University Avenue West, Suite 238N, St. Paul 

 
Auxiliary aides, services and communication materials in accessible formats and languages other than English 
can be provided by contacting Brent Rusco at the contact information provided below.   
 
Copies of the Scoping Booklet are being distributed to agencies on the current Minnesota EQB list. Comments 
will be accepted through February 17, 2012.  Comments can be submitted in writing, by U.S. mail, by e-mail, 
or by fax to: 
 
Contact Person:   Brent Rusco 
 Bottineau Transitway Project Manager 
 Hennepin County 
 701 Fourth Avenue South, Suite 400 
 Minneapolis, Minnesota 55415 
 Phone:  612-543-0579 
 E-mail:  brent.rusco@co.hennepin.mn.us 
 Fax:  612-348-9710 
 
Comments may also be submitted directly via the Bottineau Transitway website, www.bottineautransitway.org.   
 
Written materials, project updates, and materials presented at the public Scoping meetings will be available on 
the Bottineau Transitway project website noted above. 
 

AUAR UPDATE  
 
Project Title: Shenandoah Business Park and Minnesota Valley West, Shakopee, MN  
  WSB Project No. 1756-06 
 
Description:  The original AUAR was adopted by the City in 2001.  Pursuant to Minnesota Rules 4410.3610, 
Subp. 7, and AUAR must be updated every five years to remain valid.  The purpose of this submittal is to 
update the AUAR so it remains valid for another five years.  
 
Pursuant to Minnesota Rules 4410.3610, Subp. 7, this AUAR Update is being submitted for the required ten-
day review.  The comment period will end on December 28, 2011.  Any comments can be forwarded to: 
 
RGU:  City of Shakopee 
 
Contact Person:   Mr. Michael Leek 
 City of Shakopee 
 129 South Holmes Street 
 Shakopee, MN  55379 
 mleek@ci.shakopee.mn.us  
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Hennepin County News 
 
Public Affairs  •  612-348-3848  •  300 S. 6th  St.,  Minneapolis, MN  55487-0011 

 

  

Dec. 23, 2011    

 
Contacts: Brent Rusco, Bottineau Transitway Project Manager: 612-543-0579 

Cara Lee, Public Affairs: 612-348-6883 

 

Bottineau Transitway open houses in January 2012 
 
 The public is invited to attend a series of open houses in January 2012, involving the 

Bottineau Transitway. The project is in what is called the “scoping phase” and is soliciting public 

comment through Feb. 17, 2012, on its scoping booklet, which includes: 

 The history, purpose and need of the project 

 Information about proposed alternatives under consideration for study and other issues 

that will be covered in the Environmental Impact Statement 

 A general timeline for the project, including key decision-making milestones 

The Bottineau Transitway is a proposed project that will provide for transit improvements 

in the highly traveled northwest suburbs of the Twin Cities. The Bottineau Corridor generally 

follows Bottineau Boulevard (County State Aid Highway 81), extending approximately 13 miles 

from downtown Minneapolis through North Minneapolis to the northwest suburbs of Brooklyn 

Park, Crystal, Golden Valley, Maple Grove, Osseo and Robbinsdale. 

 The public meetings are hosted by the Hennepin County Regional Railroad Authority, 

and are taking place the following dates in January 2012: 

 Monday, Jan. 23, 4:30 – 6:30 p.m., Theodore Wirth Chalet, 1301 Theodore Wirth 

Parkway, Minneapolis 

 Tuesday, Jan. 24, 6 – 8 p.m., Brooklyn Park City Hall, 5200 85
th
 Ave. N., Brooklyn Park 

 Wednesday, Jan. 25, 5:30 – 7:30 p.m., Urban Research and Outreach/Engagement Center 

(UROC), 2001 Plymouth Ave. N., Minneapolis 

 Tuesday, Jan. 31, 6 – 8 p.m., Robbinsdale City Hall, 4100 Lakeview Ave. N., 

Robbinsdale 

 
– more – 
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All meeting locations are accessible for persons with disabilities. Materials from the 

meetings will also be made available on the project website.  

The scoping booklet is available for online review at the project website. Copies of the 

scoping booklet are also available for public reviewing beginning today, Dec. 23, at the following 

Hennepin County Library locations: 

 Maple Grove, 8001 Main St. 

 Osseo, 415 Central Ave. 

 Brooklyn Park, 8600 Zane Ave. N. 

 Brookdale, 6125 Shingle Creek Pkwy., Brooklyn Center 

 Rockford Road, 6401 42
nd

 Ave. N., Crystal 

 Golden Valley, 830 Winnetka Ave. N. 

 North Regional, 1315 Lowry Ave. N., Minneapolis 

 Sumner, 611 Van White Memorial Blvd., Minneapolis 

 Minneapolis Central, 300 Nicollet Mall, Minneapolis 

Auxiliary aides, services and communication materials in accessible formats and 

languages other than English can be provided by contacting Brent Rusco at 612-543-0579 

or via email. 

Comments can also be submitted online at the project website, by emailing Brent 

Rusco, by faxing 612-348-9710, or by U.S. Mail using the address: 

Brent Rusco 

Bottineau Transitway Project Manager 

701 Fourth Ave. S., Suite 400 

Minneapolis, MN 55415 

 

 

– 30 – 

 

Look for more news on the Hennepin County website – www.hennepin.us. 
  

http://www.bottineautransitway.org/
http://www.bottineautransitway.org/
mailto:brent.rusco@co.hennepin.mn.us
http://www.bottineautransitway.org/
mailto:brent.rusco@co.hennepin.mn.us
mailto:brent.rusco@co.hennepin.mn.us
http://www.hennepin.us/
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BottineauTransitway
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Bottineau Transitway
Public Meetings

If you are interested in the Bottineau 
Transitway project, we encourage you 
to take part in the Scoping process. 
Project planners are especially 
interested in your input on: 

 h Purpose and need for the project
 h The alternatives proposed for study
 h Project impacts or benefits that should be evaluated

There are several ways for you to participate and for 
your voice to be heard. 

You can attend a meeting to learn more about the 
Scoping process and to share your thoughts about the 
project.

Formal public Scoping meetings are scheduled 
for the following dates and locations:

Scoping Open House #1: 
Monday, January 23rd 
4:30 to 6:30 PM 
Theodore Wirth Chalet 
1301 Theodore Wirth Parkway, Minneapolis

Scoping Open House #2: 
Tuesday, January 24th 
6:00 to 8:00 PM 
Brooklyn Park City Hall 
5200 85th Avenue N, Brooklyn Park

Scoping Open House #3: 
Wednesday, January 25th 
5:30 to 7:30 PM 
Urban Research and Outreach/Engagement 
Center (UROC)  
2001 Plymouth Avenue N,  Minneapolis

Scoping Open House #4: 
Tuesday, January 31st 
6:00 to 8:00 PM 
Robbinsdale City Hall  
4100 Lakeview Avenue N, Robbinsdale

You can submit comments in writing, by U.S. mail, 
e-mail, or fax, to:

Brent Rusco  
Bottineau Transitway Project Manager 
Hennepin County 
701 Fourth Avenue South, Suite 400 
Minneapolis, MN 55415

Phone: 612.543.0579 
Email: brent.rusco@co.hennepin.mn.us 
Fax: 612.348.9710

Comments may also be submitted directly via the 
Bottineau Transitway website,  
www.bottineautransitway.org.

The scoping period closes on February 17, 2012.  
All comments must be received by that date.
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What is the purpose of this booklet?
The Federal Transit Administration (FTA), the Hennepin County Regional Railroad Authority 
(HCRRA), and the Metropolitan Council have initiated the environmental review process for the 
Bottineau Transitway project. Federal funding will be pursued for this project from the FTA. As a 
result, the FTA—designated as the lead federal agency for this project—is required to undertake 
environmental review in compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). As 
the local public agency sponsoring the project, HCRRA and Metropolitan Council must also 
comply with the requirements of the Minnesota Environmental Policy Act (MEPA). The FTA, 
HCRRA, and Metropolitan Council have determined that the Bottineau Transitway project may 
have significant environmental impacts. To satisfy both federal and state requirements, a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (Draft EIS) is being prepared for the Bottineau Transitway 
project. This Scoping Booklet is the first step in the Draft EIS process. 

This Scoping Booklet provides information about the formal “Scoping” process required under 
both federal and state environmental review. Within this booklet you will find a description of 
the Scoping process, information on the contents of the Draft EIS, and information on how you 
can get involved in the Scoping process. You will have the opportunity to review the Scoping 
information and offer your comments in person at one of four meetings or in writing during 
the public comment period (please submit written comments using the form included with this 
booklet, email, or through the project website. Contact information is provided on page 13).

Formal public Scoping meetings are scheduled for the following dates and locations:
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What is the bottineau transitWay?
The Bottineau Transitway is a proposed project that 
will provide for transit improvements in the highly trav-
eled northwest area of the Twin Cities . The Bottineau 
Transitway is located in Hennepin County, Minnesota, 
extending approximately 13 miles from downtown 
Minneapolis to the northwest through north Minne-
apolis and the suburbs of Golden Valley, Robbinsdale, 
Crystal, New Hope, Brooklyn Park, Maple Grove, and 
Osseo . The transitway is anticipated to serve a broad-
er area to the northwest, including the communities 
of Dayton, Rogers, and Hassan Township .

The Bottineau Transitway line would connect North 
Minneapolis and the region’s northwest suburbs with 
the region’s system of transitways that consist of ex-
isting light rail transit on the Blue Line (Hiawatha) and 
Green Line (Central Corridor and the planned South-
west light rail line), bus rapid transit on the Red Line 
(Cedar Avenue) and Orange Line (I-35W South), the 
Northstar commuter rail line, and express bus routes. 
The transitway investments under study for the Bottin-
eau Transitway would also maintain or enhance local 
bus service in north Minneapolis and the northwest 
suburbs .

What Would be built as part of the 
bottineau transitWay projeCt?
Two types of high-frequency transit service are being 
studied for the Bottineau Transitway: bus rapid transit 
(BRT) and light rail transit (LRT) . Both of these types 
of transit service would provide fast, frequent and reli-
able transit service . Trains or buses would run every 
7 .5 minutes during peak periods, 10-15 minutes dur-
ing the daytime and evening, and every 30 minutes 

during late night and early morning . To support these 
services, a “dedicated guideway” (road or track serv-
ing buses or trains only) would be constructed . Bus 
or train stations would include shelters, passenger 
boarding platforms, and ticket vending machines .

Why is an environmental impaCt statement 
(eis) neCessary? hoW long Will the 
proCess take?
Due to anticipated federal funding for the Bottineau 
Transitway, and the fact that the project may have 
significant environmental impacts, the FTA is required 
to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). 
The HCRRA and the Metropolitan Council will also 
conduct this review in compliance with the Minnesota 
Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) and Minnesota Rules 
Chapter 4410 .

The EIS process occurs in three stages – Scoping, 
Draft EIS and Final EIS – and culminates in a federal 
Record of Decision under NEPA and a state Determi-
nation of Adequacy under MEPA. Each of the three 
stages includes publication of a document for public 
comment and narrows the number of alternatives, 
with the Final EIS identifying a single Preferred Alter-
native for the project .

This process typically requires a minimum of 18 
months, more commonly requiring 24-36 months to 
complete. See Figure 7 for the anticipated timelines 
of the Bottineau Transitway Draft EIS .

What is sCoping? 
Scoping is the process of determining the content of 
the Draft EIS. As the first step in the Scoping process, 
interested members of the public, including individu-
als and groups, as well as representatives of affected 
Native American tribes and local, state, and federal 
governmental agencies, are invited to participate in 
the evaluation of the Bottineau Transitway’s environ-
mental impacts. The purpose of Scoping is to confirm 
the purpose and need for the project, identify appro-
priate alternatives that could address project needs, 
focus on potentially significant issues that should be 
studied in the Draft EIS, and eliminate issues that are 
not significant and/or have been addressed by prior 
studies .

Public participation in the Scoping process for the 
project is encouraged. Four public meetings will be 
held to allow for members of the public to learn about 
the project and voice their opinions about issues that 
should be considered during Scoping. At the Scop-
ing meetings it would be most helpful to hear your 
thoughts or concerns about the project’s purpose and 
need, the range of alternatives to be evaluated, the 
evaluation methods to be used, and the potential im-
pacts of the alternatives considered . Your comments 
may also propose alternatives that may better meet 
the project’s purpose and need with fewer adverse 
environmental impacts .

Why build the bottineau transitWay?  
What benefits Will it provide?  
(projeCt purpose and need)
The purpose of the Bottineau Transitway is to provide 
transit service which will satisfy the long-term regional 
mobility and accessibility needs for businesses and 
the traveling public . 

Residents and businesses in the Bottineau Transit-
way project area need access to the region’s activity 
centers to fully participate in the region’s economy . 
Access to jobs in Minneapolis, St. Paul, the University 
of Minnesota, and growing suburbs is crucial. Traffic 
congestion is expected to intensify in the Twin Cities 
Metropolitan Area through 2030 and beyond. Current 
transit service in the Bottineau Transitway project 
area offers a limited number of travel-time competi-
tive alternatives to personal vehicles . Without major 
transit investments, it will be difficult to effectively 
meet the transportation needs of people and busi-
nesses in the corridor, manage highway traffic conges-
tion in the project area, and achieve the region’s goal 
of doubling transit ridership by 2030 .
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Five factors contribute to the need for the  
Bottineau Transitway project:

 h Growing travel demand 

 h Increasing traffic congestion

 h People who depend on transit 

 h Limited transit service to suburban destina-
tions (reverse commute opportunities) and 
time-efficient transit options

 h Regional objectives for growth

Growing Travel Demand

Over the past two decades, the population has grown 
significantly in the seven-county Twin Cities Metropoli-
tan Area and growth is expected to continue in the 
future . Between 2010 and 2030, the Metropolitan 
Council projects a 31% increase in the region’s popu-
lation and a 32% increase in the number of jobs—
meaning that approximately 900,000 new people 
and 650,000 new jobs would be added to the seven-
county area that consists of Anoka, Carver, Dakota, 
Hennepin, Ramsey, Scott, and Washington counties . 

Between 1990 and 2010, Bottineau Transitway com-
munities such as Brooklyn Park and Maple Grove ex-
perienced population increases of 34% and 59%, re-
spectively; while communities also potentially served 
by the transitway such as Dayton, Hassan Township 
and Rogers, have experienced higher growth rates . In 
coming decades, these communities will experience 
the majority of growth in Hennepin County . Between 
2010 and 2030, Hennepin County is projected to 
grow by 242,000 people . Over the same period, com-
munities along the Bottineau Transitway are expected 
to add 140,000 people . This represents nearly 60% 
of Hennepin County’s total projected growth . Maple 
Grove and several communities to the north and 
west—Osseo, Dayton, and Rogers—are projected to 
add over 65,000 people alone, outpacing the over-
all population growth rate for Hennepin County and 
the Twin Cities Metropolitan Area between 2010 and 
2030 . 

Employment in the Bottineau Transitway project 
area is also expected to increase in coming years . 
Approximately half of all jobs in the project area are 
located in downtown Minneapolis, which is currently 

the region’s largest travel demand generator; nearly 
65,000 additional jobs are anticipated by 2030 . 
Large employment concentrations outside downtown 
Minneapolis are located at North Memorial Medical 
Center in Robbinsdale, the Target North Campus in 
Brooklyn Park, and at the Arbor Lakes retail complex 
in Maple Grove . 

Growth in population and employment in the project 
area and beyond is expected to result in increased 
transportation demand. Significant growth in traf-
fic volumes is anticipated within the project area, 
particularly in the northern suburbs of Brooklyn Park 
and Maple Grove, and also just beyond the transitway 
in Dayton. Traffic volumes are expected to increase 
in the range of 15 to 20 percent along project area 
roadways . 

Increasing Traffic Congestion

Growing travel demand is expected to increase traffic 
congestion on the region’s highways and in down-
town Minneapolis . In the past, the region responded 
to increased demand by constructing new roadways 
or expanding existing ones . In recent years, however, 
roadway expansion in the Twin Cities Metropolitan 
Area has not kept pace with mounting travel demand 
and is not anticipated to keep pace in the future, as 
growth in demand is outpacing funding . Studies at the 
state and regional levels have concluded that high-
way expansion alone is an unsustainable approach 
to managing transportation demand . Instead, state 
and regional policy outlined in the Statewide Trans-
portation Policy Plan and the 2030 Transportation 
Policy Plan recognizes the importance of a balanced 
approach to meeting travel demand that invests in 
maintaining the existing transportation system and 
favors improvement projects such as the Bottineau 
Transitway . 

People who Depend on Transit

The Bottineau Transitway project area is home to 
a large number of people who depend on transit 
to meet their transportation needs . Based on U .S . 
Census information, 14% of households in the proj-
ect area do not own a vehicle . This is nearly double 
the metropolitan area average of 8% . In some areas 
of north Minneapolis, the number of zero-car house-
holds exceeds 50%; in areas of New Hope and Brook-
lyn Park, the number exceeds 22%. The high propor-
tion of people without access to vehicles underscores 

the need for transit access in these parts of the 
Bottineau Transitway project area .

Seniors also represent an important and growing 
market for public transportation . In the project area 
communities of Golden Valley, Robbinsdale, Crystal, 
and New Hope, seniors make up a larger share of the 
population compared to the share seniors make up 
of the overall regional population . Moreover, senior 
populations are expected to grow in Bottineau Transit-
way communities in the next 20 years by as much as 
125% .

Limited Transit Service to Suburban Destinations (reverse 
commute opportunities) and Time-Efficient Transit 
Options

The dominant travel pattern during morning com-
mutes in the Bottineau Transitway project area today 
is toward downtown Minneapolis. A “reverse com-
mute” pattern also exists toward Brooklyn Park, Maple 
Grove, and beyond into Rogers and surrounding com-
munities to the north . Workers and students commute 
to major activity centers in the project area, such as 
North Memorial Medical Center in Robbinsdale, the 
Target North Campus, North Hennepin Community 
College, Hennepin Technical College in Brooklyn Park, 
and the Arbor Lakes retail complex in Maple Grove. 

Although communities in the project area are served 
by a network of local and express bus routes, fast 
and convenient transit options to access schools and 
jobs in Maple Grove and Brooklyn Park are limited. 
Direct bus service from Minneapolis to suburban com-
munities in the Bottineau corridor is provided on two 
limited-stop and express routes. Accessing this bus 
service may require a transfer in downtown, and only 
a few trips are available each day . However, residents 
of Minneapolis and the inner northwest suburbs have 
other transit options for accessing activity centers in 
the outer suburbs of Maple Grove and Brooklyn Park. 
Three transit centers located within the project area 
provide a valuable transfer point from express and 
urban local routes to suburban local routes . Unfortu-
nately, these suburban local routes stop frequently, 
often require transfers, and travel at lower speeds on 
arterial streets, resulting in long overall travel times .  

Regional Objectives for Growth

The policies guiding the development of the Twin 
Cities Metropolitan Area are articulated in the 2030 
Regional Development Framework . Most recently 

updated in December 2006, the 2030 Regional 
Development Framework established four policies for 
guiding growth in the region:

 h Accommodate growth in a flexible, connected and 
efficient manner

 h Plan and invest in multi-modal transportation 
choices to slow the growth of traffic congestion 
and serve the region’s economic needs

 h Encourage expanded choices in housing loca-
tions and types of improved access to jobs and 
opportunities

 h Conserve, protect and enhance the region’s vital 
natural resources

What previous studies apply to sCoping?
Transportation and land use studies along the Bot-
tineau Corridor began in 1988 with the Hennepin 
County Comprehensive LRT System Plan . The Bot-
tineau Transitway has consistently been included in 
regional transportation system plans . Many different 
alignments (routes) and transportation modes, includ-
ing BRT, LRT, and commuter rail, have been consid-
ered and evaluated in plans and studies in the past . 
These studies provide a valuable base of information 
for this Draft EIS process . 

Transit travel demand in the Bottineau Transitway 
has been consistently identified in regional transpor-
tation system plans, including the Regional Transit 
Board LRT Plan (1990), the Transit 2020 Master Plan 
(2000), the 2025 Transportation Policy Plan (adopted 
January 2001, amended January 2002), and the 
2030 Transportation Policy Plan (adopted December 
2004) .

The region’s current long-range transportation plan, 
the 2030 Transportation Policy Plan (adopted No-
vember 2010) identifies the Bottineau Transitway as 
one of the transit corridors to be developed by 2030 . 
The recommendation for the Bottineau Transitway 
is based on findings from the Metropolitan Council’s 
2030 Transit Master Study (2008) .

Bottineau Transitway Alternatives Analysis Study,  
March 2010

The HCRRA, in partnership with the Metropolitan 
Council, Maple Grove Transit, the Minnesota Depart-
ment of Transportation (MnDOT), and the cities of 
Minneapolis, Golden Valley, Robbinsdale, Crystal, 
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New Hope, Brooklyn Park, Maple Grove and Osseo, 
recently completed an Alternatives Analysis (AA) study 
for the Bottineau Transitway . The Bottineau Transitway 
AA study evaluated a wide range of transit modes and 
alignments . The study progressively narrowed the 
transitway build alternatives from a broad range of 
alignments for each of the initial modes (the “uni-
verse of alternatives” in Figure 2) to a set of 21 alter-
natives (9 LRT and 12 BRT alignments) to be studied 
in more detail .

These alternatives were evaluated against a set of 
defined goals and criteria, with three LRT alterna-
tives emerging as the “most promising.” Additional 
investigation revealed interest in continued evalua-

tion of a fourth LRT alternative . The most promising 
BRT alternative is also being evaluated (see Figure 3). 
The results of the AA study are the starting point for 
the Draft EIS and are the foundation of this Scoping 
process. A copy of this study can be found at  
www .bottineautransitway .org .

What alternatives are being Considered? 
The Draft EIS will evaluate a No-Build alternative, an 
Enhanced Bus/Transportation System Management 
(TSM) alternative, and several Build alternatives . The 
Build alternatives being considered for further study 

in the Draft EIS (four LRT and one BRT) are the most 
promising alternatives identified during the AA study.

No-Build Alternative

The No-Build alternative serves as the baseline 
against which environmental effects of the Bottineau 
Transitway alternatives are measured . 

The No-Build alternative is defined as the existing 
transportation system, plus any committed transpor-
tation improvements in the region . Committed trans-
portation improvements include roadway and transit 
facility and service improvements (not including the 
Bottineau Transitway) planned, programmed, and 
included in the TPP to be implemented by the year 
2030. Major regional transit projects (shown in Figure 
1) are included in the No-Build alternative. 

Enhanced Bus/Transportation Systems Management 
(TSM) Alternative

The TSM alternative is defined as enhancements and 
upgrades to the existing transportation system in the 
project corridor, attempting to meet the project’s pur-
pose and need as much as possible without a major 
capital investment . The TSM alternative could include 
bus route restructuring, scheduling improvements, 
new express and limited-stop services, intersection 
improvements, and/or other focused infrastructure 
improvements that would improve the function of the 
transit system. The specific combination of improve-
ments to be incorporated into the TSM alternative will 
be developed during the Draft EIS process . 

In addition to the No-Build and TSM alternatives, the 
following Build alternatives are proposed for inclusion 
in the Draft EIS:

Light Rail Transit (LRT) Alternatives 

LRT alternatives proposed for study include several 
stations between downtown Minneapolis and the Ma-
ple Grove/Brooklyn Park area. Each LRT alternative 
would include tracks, stations, and support facilities, 
as well as transit service for LRT and connecting bus 
routes . The four LRT alternatives under consideration 
for more detailed study in the Draft EIS consist of 
the north (Alignments A and B) and south alignment 
alternatives (Alignments D1 and D2) connected by the 
central alignment C .

 h A-C-D1

 h A-C-D2

 h B-C-D1

 h B-C-D2

Northern variations (alignments):

At the north end of the corridor, there are two align-
ment options: 

 h Alignment A originates in Maple Grove at Hemlock 
Lane/Arbor Lakes Parkway, and follows the future 
Arbor Lakes Parkway and Elm Creek Boulevard to 
the BNSF railroad corridor located on the west side 
of Bottineau Boulevard . 

 h Alignment B begins at the Target North Campus 
(located just north of Highway 610), follows West 
Broadway Avenue, and crosses Bottineau Boule-
vard at 73rd Avenue to enter the BNSF railroad 
corridor .

Center segment: 

Both the A and B alignments would transition to the 
C alignment in the BNSF railroad corridor on the west 
side of Bottineau Boulevard through southern Brook-
lyn Park, Crystal, and Robbinsdale.

Southern variations (alignments): 

There are two alignments under consideration for the 
transitway south of 36th Avenue in Robbinsdale and 
into downtown Minneapolis: 

 h Alignment D1 continues along the BNSF railroad 
corridor to Olson Memorial Highway, and then fol-
lows Olson Memorial Highway to downtown . 

 h Alignment D2 exits the railroad corridor near 34th 
Avenue, joins West Broadway Avenue, and travels 
on Penn Avenue to Olson Memorial Highway and 
into downtown . 

Figure 2: universe oF alTernaTives Considered in The aa sTudy

Alternatives Analysis Study
BottineauTransitwayHennepin County

Regional Railroad AuthorityHennepin County
Regional Railroad Authority

Stage 2: Universe of Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) and Light 
Rail Transit (LRT)Alternatives
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•	 Alt	1	–	BNSF	ROW	

•	 Alt	2	–	W	Broadway

•	 Alt	3	–	CP	Rail	ROW

•	 Alt	4	–	TH	100/I-394

•	 Alt	5	–	Bottineau	Boulevard

•	 Alt	6	–	Brooklyn	Boulevard/Osseo	Road

•	 Alt	7	–	W	Broadway	Avenue	(CSAH	8)	 
in	Crystal,	New	Hope	&	Brooklyn	Park

•	Northern variations
 - A	=		Elm	Creek	 
	 	 Boulevard

 - B	=		West	Broadway	 
	 	 Avenue

 - C	=		85th	Avenue

 - D	=		Bottineau	 
	 	 Boulevard

 - E	=		TH	169

 - F	=		Zane	Avenue

•	Southern variations
 - 1	=		TH	55

 - 2	=		West	Broadway

 - 3	=		Lyndale	Avenue

 - a	=		BNSF	ROW

 - b	=		Plymouth	Avenue

 - c	=		Golden	Valley	Road

 - d/e	=	Bottineau	Boulevard

 - f	=		 Washington	Avenue

 - g	=		Lowry	Avenue
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 - i	=		 I-94

 h Alt 1 – BNSF ROW

 h Alt 2 – West Broadway

 h Alt 3 – CP Rail ROW

 h Alt 4 – TH 100/I-394

 h Alt 5 – Bottineau Blvd.

 h Alt 6 – Brooklyn Blvd./Osseo Road

 h Alt 7 – West Broadway (CSAH 8) 
in Crystal, New Hope & Brooklyn 
Park

 h Northern Variations

 - A = Elm Creek Blvd.

 - B = West Broadway

 - C = 85th Ave.

 - D = Bottineau Blvd.

 - E = TH 169

 - F = Zane Ave.

 h Southern Variations

 - 1 = TH 55

 - 2 = West Broadway

 - 3 = Lyndale Ave.

 - a = BNSF ROW

 - b = Plymouth Ave.

 - c = Golden Valley Rd.

 - d/e = Bottineau Blvd.

 - f = Washington Ave.

 - g = Lowry Ave.

 - h = Emerson/Fremont

 - i = I-94
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Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Alternative 

The BRT alternative would include a busway in its 
own dedicated space (guideway) with several stations 
between downtown Minneapolis and the Brooklyn 
Park area on an alignment following Olson Memo-
rial Highway and the Burlington-Northern Santa Fe 
(BNSF) railroad corridor (alignment B-C-D1, as shown 
in Figure 3). This alternative would include all facili-
ties associated with the construction and operation of 
BRT, including right-of-way, travel lanes, stations, and 
support facilities, as well as transit service for BRT 
and connecting bus routes. For the Bottineau Transit-
way, the BRT alternative is the highest quality invest-
ment and includes a dedicated guideway for BRT use 
only, high-amenity stations and speed, reliability, and 
frequency similar to LRT . 

Alignment Refinements

Several refinements to alignments have been and/or 
will continue to be considered during Scoping:

 h Alignment B: Since completing the AA study, the 
HCRRA has been working with the City of Brooklyn 
Park and Target planners regarding alignments 
that integrate with master planning activities oc-
curring on the Target North Campus. Coordination 
will continue on refinements to the northern end of 
Alignment B near the Target North Campus. A final 
decision on this refinement is expected during the 
Scoping process .

 h D2 Penn Avenue options: Several options (A, B 
and C) for the D2 alignment were considered for 
the segment between West Broadway Avenue and 
Olson Memorial Highway that included Penn and/
or Oliver Avenues (see Figure 4). The Bottineau 
Transitway Policy Advisory Committee decided on 
November 14, 2011 to continue study of Option C 
(all vehicle and LRT traffic on Penn Avenue)
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 h D1 station locations: The Theodore Wirth Park 
Master Planning effort has suggested consider-
ation of moving the Golden Valley Station from 
Golden Valley Road to Plymouth Avenue, po-
tentially providing better access to surrounding 
residential areas and park facilities . This option is 
currently under study (see Figure 5).

 h D2 Robbinsdale options: Additionally, coordina-
tion has taken place with the City of Robbinsdale 
regarding the D2 alignment near the Terrace 
Mall and North Memorial Medical Center at 34th 
Avenue. At this time, the City of Robbinsdale has 
recommended the 34th Avenue option for further 
study because it minimizes disruption to North 
Memorial Medical Center, minimizes impacts to 
streets and traffic, and provides the highest poten-
tial for transit-oriented development .

hoW Will the alternatives be evaluated?
Building off the goals and objectives developed dur-
ing the AA study, the following goals and objectives 
have been developed to serve as a framework to first 
develop and then evaluate the alternatives under 
consideration for the Bottineau Transitway. For an 
alternative to be advanced for further study, the basic 
purpose and need of the Bottineau Transitway must 
be met . This means that any alternative advanced for 
further study must meet Goals 1 through 3 (outlined 
below). Goals 4 and 5 reflect sustainability goals of 
corridor communities, and will be considered in the 
evaluation of alternatives that meet the basic purpose 
and need of the project . 

Goals Directly Addressing the Primary Project Needs

Goal 1: Enhance regional access to activity centers 
throughout the Twin Cities via connections to the 
emerging transitway system and the greater regional 
transit system .

Goal 2: Enhance the effectiveness of transit service 
within the Bottineau Transitway project area by con-
necting key activity centers and providing access to 
jobs, schools, housing, health care, parks, shopping, 
and entertainment .

Goal 3: Develop the Bottineau Transitway as an 
integral component of a cost-effective and financially 
feasible transit system .

Secondary Goals Addressing Community Sustainability 

Goal 4: Promote sustainable development patterns 
for the long-term viability of Bottineau Transitway com-
munities and the Twin Cities Metropolitan Area. 

Goal 5: Support healthy communities and sound envi-
ronmental practices along the Bottineau Corridor .

hoW many alternatives Will be analyzed in 
the draft eis? 
The Draft EIS will review a range of alternatives that 
best meet the project purpose and need, are most 
technically and financially feasible, and avoid signifi-
cant environmental impacts that cannot be easily 
mitigated. Typically, between two and five alternatives 
are analyzed in addition to the No-Build alternative. 
It is expected that some of the alternatives entering 

Scoping will be eliminated from further study based 
on agency and public input .

As illustrated in Figure 6, as the alternatives are re-
fined and advanced through the NEPA/MEPA process, 
the definition of the project and the analysis complet-
ed becomes more refined and defined.

What is the differenCe betWeen the 
alternatives identified at the end of the 
sCoping proCess for further study in 
the draft eis and the loCally preferred 
alternative?
The locally preferred alternative (LPA) will be one of 
the alternatives identified and studied in the Draft 
EIS. The identification of an LPA is a critical step to 

pursue federal funding .  Based on input and techni-
cal analysis completed during the Scoping process, 
the HCRRA and the corridor cities will make an LPA 
recommendation to the Metropolitan Council .  The 
Metropolitan Council will then consider amending the 
region’s long-range transportation plan, called the 
Transportation Policy Plan (TPP), to identify the Bot-
tineau Transitway LPA.  

The LPA selection process does not replace or over-
ride the requirement to fully examine alternatives and 
determine the adverse impacts that must be avoided 
or mitigated under the federal and state environmen-
tal review process .  While there is a provision in the 
federal environmental review process to identify an 
LPA in the Draft EIS, the LPA identification and inclu-
sion in the region’s long-range transportation plan 
does not dictate that the LPA be the only “Build Alter-
native” studied in the Draft EIS .

 Figure 5: PoTenTial segmenT d1 sTaTion loCaTions
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Figure 6: alTernaTives seleCTion ProCess
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Why does an lpa need to be identified 
before the eis analysis has been Completed?
The identification of an LPA is a critical step to pursue 
federal funding. The selection of an LPA for the Bot-
tineau Transitway marks the end of the Alternatives 
Analysis phase. Concluding the AA process allows the 
project to pursue federal funding . The public input 
received during Scoping along with the analysis con-
ducted during the Scoping process will inform the LPA 
decision-making .

What types of issues Will be Covered in the 
draft eis? 
The Draft EIS provides an opportunity for the public 
and agencies to disclose and explore anticipated 
project impacts . The Draft EIS will evaluate existing 
conditions and the significant potential impacts of the 
No-Build, TSM and Build alternatives on the environ-
ment . Environmental effects to be analyzed in the 
Draft EIS will include: 

 h Neighborhood and community resources: Effects 
on neighborhoods, social groups, community facili-
ties, and community cohesion in the project area . 

 h Environmental justice: Effects of the proposed al-
ternatives on minority and low-income populations 
and communities . 

 h Noise and vibration: Effects on noise and vibra-
tion on sensitive properties .

 h Historic and cultural resources (Section 106 pro-
cess): Effects on historic and cultural resources 
that include historic districts, buildings, structures, 
and other objects included in, or eligible for inclu-
sion in the National Register of Historic Places. 

 h Parks and public land (Section 4(f) and 6(f)): Ef-
fects on publicly owned parks and recreation lands 
within the project area .

 h Water resources, wetlands, and habitat: Ef-
fects on water resources, including surface water 
resources, water quality, wetlands, floodplains, 
critical areas, and groundwater . It also considers 
effects on ecosystems and protected plant and 
animal species . 

 h Air quality and climate change: Effects on climate 
change and regional air quality . 

Other potential impacts to be addressed in the Draft 
EIS include:

 h Land use and zoning

 h Consistency with local plans

 h Right-of-way impacts

 h Economic development and redevelopment 

 h Visual and aesthetics

 h Transportation (including transit, roads and high-
ways, railroads and pedestrian/bicycle facilities)

 h Safety and security

 h Hazardous material/contamination

 h Soils and geologic resources

 h Utilities

 h Energy

 h Secondary and cumulative effects

During the EIS process, refined capital cost estimates 
will also be prepared, along with operating and main-
tenance cost estimates, and ridership forecasts . 

The schedule for the Draft EIS is shown in Figure 7.

Figure 7: eis sChedule and milesTones 
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hoW Will my Comments be used?  
Will they make a differenCe? 
Your comments can make a difference . Comments 
received during the Scoping period will be used to 
finalize the Bottineau Transitway purpose and need, 
refine the proposed alternatives, and identify envi-
ronmental topic areas to be analyzed in the Draft EIS 
and their method of analysis. You can find out how all 
comments were addressed by reviewing the Scoping 
Decision Document, which is a summary of the Scop-
ing process, comments received, and response to 
comments that is published after the Scoping public 
comment period ends . This report will be made avail-
able to the public and interested agencies .

What does the sCoping deCision doCument 
tell us?
The Scoping Decision Document is a summary of the 
Scoping process, comments received, and responses 
to comments, published after the Scoping public 
comment period ends . It tells how comments received 
during the Scoping process were addressed and pres-
ents the final Bottineau Transitway purpose and need, 
the alternatives to be studied, and the environmental 
topic areas and the methods of analysis in the Draft 
EIS . 

What happens after sCoping?  
Can i still be involved? 
The Scoping process is just the beginning of the 
environmental review process. Although the formal 
Scoping period ends on February 17, 2012, opportu-
nities for involvement in the Draft EIS will continue . 
Additional community meetings will be scheduled dur-
ing the preparation of the Draft EIS and materials will 
be posted to the project website for community review 
and comments .

Following publication of the Draft EIS another series 
of formal public hearings will be conducted to receive 
your comments on the findings of the Draft EIS and 
the recommendation for the preferred alternative .

Who is involved loCally in the proCess? 
A number of other local groups are included in the 
Scoping and Draft EIS process (see Figure 8). A 
complete list of the federal, state, and local agencies 
involved in the Draft EIS process is available in the 
Bottineau Transitway Coordination Plan. Some of the 
most active local agency partners participate on the 
Bottineau Transitway Policy Advisory Committee (PAC), 
Citizen Advisory Committee (CAC) and the Advise, 
Review, and Coordinate Committee (ARCC):

 h Policy Advisory Committee (PAC): PAC mem-
bers are elected officials, key policy leaders for 
participating agencies, business leaders, and 
institutional leaders, convened to review project 
development progress and advise progress toward 
identifying a Locally Preferred Alternative.

 h Community Advisory Committee (CAC): Members 
represent communities, businesses, and institu-
tions in the Bottineau Transitway study area. CAC 
members provide a conduit for integrating the 
values and perspectives of citizens, communities, 
businesses and institutions into the study process . 

 h Advise, Review, and Communicate Committee 
(ARCC): ARCC members are technical staff from 
agencies convened to advise project development . 
The ARCC provides advice regarding local govern-
mental perspectives, issues of concern, technical 
methodologies, and study process details . The 
ARCC is comprised of staff from Hennepin County; 
the cities of Brooklyn Park, Crystal, Golden Valley, 
New Hope, Maple Grove, Minneapolis, Osseo, and 
Robbinsdale; Maple Grove Transit; the Metropoli-
tan Council, MnDOT; and project consultants .

Figure 8: draFT eis ParTners

hoW Can i voiCe my opinion in the proCess? 
Anyone interested in the Bottineau Transitway project 
is encouraged to take part in the Scoping process . 
Project planners are especially interested in your 
input on: 

 h Purpose and need for the project

 h The alternatives proposed for study

 h Project impacts or benefits that should be 
evaluated

There are several ways for you to participate and for 
your voice to be heard . 

You can attend a meeting to learn more about the 
Scoping process and to share your thoughts about the 
project .

Formal public Scoping meetings are scheduled for 
the following dates and locations:

 

You can submit comments in writing, by U.S. mail,  
e-mail, or fax, to:

Brent Rusco  
Bottineau Transitway Project Manager 
Hennepin County 
701 Fourth Avenue South, Suite 400 
Minneapolis, MN 55415

Phone: 612.543.0579 
Email: brent .rusco@co .hennepin .mn .us 
Fax: 612.348.9710

For your convenience, a public comment sheet is in-
cluded with this booklet . Comments may also be sub-
mitted directly via the Bottineau Transitway website,  
www .bottineautransitway .org .

The scoping period closes on February 17, 2012. All 
comments must be received by that date.

Government agencies will be invited to a separate 
interagency Scoping meeting to be held as follows:

Interagency Meeting:  
Date: Thursday, January 19 
Time: 9:00 to 11:00 AM

Auxiliary aides, services and communication materi-
als in accessible formats and languages other than 
English can be provided if notice is given at least 
14 calendar days before the meeting by contacting 
Brent Rusco at the address, telephone number, or e-
mail address above .

Written materials, project updates, and materials 
used at the public Scoping meetings will be available 
on the Bottineau Transitway project website:  
www .bottineautransitway .org .

Scoping Open House #1: 
Monday, January 23rd 
4:30 to 6:30 PM 
Theodore Wirth Chalet 
1301 Theodore Wirth Parkway, Minneapolis

Scoping Open House #2: 
Tuesday, January 24th 
6:00 to 8:00 PM 
Brooklyn Park City Hall 
5200 85th Avenue N, Brooklyn Park

Scoping Open House #3: 
Wednesday, January 25th 
5:30 to 7:30 PM 
Urban Research and Outreach/Engagement 
Center (UROC)  
2001 Plymouth Avenue N,  Minneapolis

Scoping Open House #4: 
Tuesday, January 31st 
6:00 to 8:00 PM 
Robbinsdale City Hall  
4100 Lakeview Avenue N, Robbinsdale 

Public

HCRRA
Metropolitan 

Council (including 
Metro Transit)

PAC 
CAC 

ARCC

Cities and state 
agencies

mailto:brent.rusco%40co.hennepin.mn.us?subject=Bottineau%20Transitway%20Scoping
http://www.bottineautransitway.org/
http://www.bottineautransitway.org/
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list of aCronyms:
AA   .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . Alternatives Analysis

ARCC  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . Advise, Review, and Coordinate Committee

BNSF  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . Burlington-Northern Santa Fe (railroad)

BRT  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . Bus Rapid Transit

CAC   .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . Citizen Advisory Committee

EIS  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . Environmental Impact Statement

FTA  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . Federal Transit Administration

HCRRA  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . Hennepin County Regional Railroad Authority

LPA   .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . Locally Preferred Alternative

LRT   .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . Light Rail Transit

MEPA  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . Minnesota Environmental Policy Act

MnDOT   .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . Minnesota Department of Transportation

NEPA  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . National Environmental Policy Act

PAC   .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . Policy Advisory Committee

TPP   .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . Transportation Policy Plan

TSM  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . Transportation System Management

regional Color-Coded transit lines:
Blue Line  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . Hiawatha LRT (In Operation)

Green Line   .  .  .  .  .  . Central Corridor (In Construction) and Southwest LRT (Preliminary Engineering)

Orange Line   .  .  .  .  .  I-35W South BRT (Preliminary Engineering)

Red Line  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . Cedar Ave BRT (In Construction)
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Scoping Comment Form

 h Purpose and need for the project
______________________________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________________________

 h The alternatives proposed for study
______________________________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________________________

 h Project impacts or benefits that should be evaluated
______________________________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________________________

 h Other comments
______________________________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________________________

Please help us determine the scope of issues to be studied during the Bottineau Transitway Draft EIS by providing comments 
on the areas outlined below. The scoping period closes on February 17, 2012. All comments must be received by that date. 
Thank you! 

Name: __________________________________________________________________________________

Address: ________________________________________________________________________________

email: __________________________________________________________________________________

Please check all of the following that apply:

o Area resident         o Area business owner        o Community-based organization member        o Other interested party
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Guide to Bottineau Transitway Scoping Meetings
Thank you for participating in tonight’s Scoping Meeting.  Tonight we want to share with you the 
evaluations completed to date regarding possible transit modes (bus rapid transit and light rail), route 
alternatives and the potential transportation benefits of a Bottineau Transitway. We also request your 
input on the alternatives to be studied in the upcoming Environmental Impact Statement.

Specifically, we are interested in your input on:

• Purpose and Need for the project
• The alternatives proposed for study
• Project impacts or benefits that should be evaluated

We ask that you participate in the following activities tonight:

• Watch the video presentation to get an overview of the project and summary of the Scoping 
Booklet.

• Review the Scoping Booklet and information displays 
• Talk to project staff about any questions or concerns you might have
• Provide your input!

You can provide your input in several ways:

• Speak to the comment recorder available at tonight’s meeting.  The reporter will transcribe your 
comments word for word for the project record.

• Write your comments on the comment form provided and leave in the comment box tonight or 
mail before February 17.  The form is set up with the mailing address on the back – just fold, 
secure with tape and add a stamp.

• Submit your comments from home or the local library through the project website:  
www.bottineautransitway.org.

Please remember all comments must be received by February 17, 2012. 

Also, feel free to share this information with your neighbors, co-workers or friends who are unable to 
attend these meetings.  All information available at tonight’s meeting (including the video presentation) 
is available on the project website.

Auxiliary aides, services and communication materials in accessible formats and languages other than English can be provided if notice 
is given at least 14 days in advance by contacting Brent Rusco , Bottineau Transitway Project Manager at 612-543-0570 or brent.rusco@
co.hennepin.mn.us. 

Your comments can make a difference!!





  

BOTTINEAU TRANSITWAY OPTIMIZED BRT SCENARIO INVESTIGATION  PAGE | 4 
SRF CONSULTING GROUP, INC.  4/21/2011 

Figure 1:  Optimized BRT Scenario Overview 
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Summary of Public Comments during the
Bottineau Transitway Scoping Process

May 21, 2012

Overview
This document provides a summary of public comments received during the Scoping period
(December 26, 2011 through February 17, 2012) for the Bottineau Transitway Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (Draft EIS).  Comments received during the Scoping period will be used to finalize
the Bottineau Transitway purpose and need, refine proposed alternatives, and identify environmental
topic areas to be analyzed in the Draft EIS and their method of analysis. Comments will be addressed
in the Scoping Decision Document, which is a summary of the Scoping process, comments received,
and response to comments that is published after the Scoping public comment period ends. This
report will be made available to the public and interested agencies.

One interagency Scoping meeting and four public Scoping Open Houses were held during the Scoping
period to gain stakeholder input. At the interagency meeting on January 19, 21 participants
representing municipalities and local, state, and federal government agencies reviewed and
discussed concerns relative to the proposed project. The dates, locations, and number of people
attending each of the open house meetings are provided in Table 1.

Table 1 : Open House Meeting Attendance
Location of Open House Date Attendees*
Theodore Wirth Chalet January 23, 2012 127
Brooklyn Park City Hall January 24, 2012 44
Urban Research and Outreach/Engagement Center January 25, 2012 47
Robbinsdale City Hall January 31, 2012 165
Total -- 383
* Number of people who signed the sign-in sheet
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Public and Agency Outreach
An extensive outreach effort was used to solicit public and agency comments for the Bottineau
Transitway project during the formal Scoping period, which extended from December 26, 2011 to
February 17, 2012. The Scoping Booklet, which contained a list of Scoping Open House locations,
was provided to members of the Bottineau Transitway Advise, Review, and Communicate Committee
(ARCC), Community Advisory Committee (CAC), and Policy Advisory Committee (PAC) and other
interested stakeholders on the project mailing list. An extensive e-mail list of more than 600
individuals, neighborhood groups, special interest groups, agencies, businesses, churches, elected
officials, and media outlets was used to distribute the Scoping Booklet. The Scoping Booklet was also
posted on the project website and hard copies were provided to libraries and community centers in
the project area. Notice of the Scoping Open Houses was sent via e-mail to Maple Grove Transit riders
and posters were put up at the transit station. Notices of the meetings were also sent to more than
500 property owners within approximately 350 feet of the Bottineau Transitway alignments in
Robbinsdale.

Comments Received during the Scoping Process
Open house attendees were encouraged to provide input on the purpose and need for the project, the
alternatives proposed for the study, and the project impacts or benefits that should be evaluated or
any other areas of interest or concern. Comments represent public comments plus those from
organizations, groups, municipalities, and agencies. Nearly 300 comments were received via the
various formats described below. Comments were forwarded to one central location where they were
tabulated, analyzed, coded, and summarized.

Written Comments: As part of the Scoping process, Scoping comment forms were prepared and
included with the Scoping Booklet (see attached comment form), available on the project website and
at each of the public meetings. Interested individuals were invited to submit written comments,
either in letter format, on the Bottineau Transitway Scoping comment form, or electronically, to the
project manager or the project email address.  Comments were also received by city officials and
forwarded for inclusion in the scoping input.

Verbal Comments: A court reporter was available at each open house to record verbatim statements.

Table 2: Summary of Comment Types

Type of Comment Number
Comment forms submitted at open houses 84
Verbal statements received at open houses 45
Written comments (mail and electronic) and additional comment forms 166
Total 295

As shown in Table 2, 295 comments were received through February 17, 2012. Of these, 84 written
comments and 45 verbal comments were received at the Scoping open houses. The balance was
received by mail or e-mail prior to the end of the comment period and one person commented by
phone. A few individuals provided comments using more than one format (e.g., email and comment
form), or submitted comments to more than one recipient (e.g., project website and the city council).
In addition to comments from the general public, written statements were also received from the
following municipalities, agencies, and organizations:  City of Crystal, City Brooklyn Park, City of
Robbinsdale, City of Golden Valley, City of Maple Grove, City of Minneapolis, Minneapolis Park &
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Recreation Board, Metropolitan Council’s Transportation Accessibility Advisory Committee, Minnesota
Pollution Control Agency (MPCA), U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Mille Lacs Band of Ojibwe, Shingle
Creek Watershed Management Commission, Bassett Creek Watershed Commission, West Broadway
Business and Area Coalition, Transit for Livable Communities, Alliance for Metropolitan Stability,
North Loop Neighborhood Association, Harrison Neighborhood Association, ISAIAH, BNSF Railway,
and the Bottineau Transitway CAC.

Comments by Topic
Purpose and Need for the Project
The Scoping comment form asked people to respond to the purpose and need for the project.
General responses to this question indicated a need for better public transportation in the northwest
portion the Twin Cities Metropolitan Area that would serve future growth in the northwest suburbs,
support economic development, provide access to employment and school, and reduce traffic
congestion and pollution. Responses to the purpose and need question, as well as other questions,
provided information reflecting support or opposition to the transitway and preferences for LRT or
BRT. The following tables summarize input received at the open houses (verbally and in comment
forms) as well as in additional comments received during the Scoping process.

Comments that offered support for or opposition to the transitway are shown in Table 3. The majority
of comments indicated general support for the transitway.

Table 3: Public Comments – Support or Opposition to Transitway

Comment Source Support Oppose
Theodore Wirth Chalet  Open House 12 --
Brooklyn Park City Hall  Open House 9 --
UROC* Open House 6 2
Robbinsdale City Hall Open House 15 8
Additional comments 43 13
TOTAL 85 23
* Urban Research and Outreach/Engagement Center

Support for Transitway Project: Specific comments indicating support for the transitway included:
economic growth, environmental sustainability, reduction in traffic congestion, and providing access
to non-car owners and non-drivers (e.g., young, elderly, and disabled persons).

Opposition to the Transitway Project: Specific comments indicating opposition to the transitway
included: social and environmental impacts, tax increases (including subsidies to maintain the
transitway), much of the current plan is redundant to the existing transit system, the existing public
transportation is underutilized, and the plan assumes people will actually use the transitway.

Comments pertaining to preferences for BRT or LRT are summarized below and in Table 4.
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Mode Preferences

Table 4: Public Comments – LRT or BRT Preference

Comment Source
Preference

LRT BRT Combination of
LRT & Bus

Improve the
Existing System

Theodore Wirth Chalet Open House 8 1 5 5
Brooklyn Park City Hall Open House 6 2 1 --
UROC* Open House 2 -- -- --
Robbinsdale City Hall Open House 2 1 -- --
Additional comments 18 2 -- --
TOTAL 36 6 6 5
* Urban Research and Outreach/Engagement Center

Preference for LRT: Many (36) people who provided comments indicated a preference for LRT over
BRT. Specific reasons for supporting LRT included:  cleaner and more efficient than buses, more
environmentally responsible, faster travel time, require less maintenance than buses, more visually
appealing, has more “personality” leading to higher ridership, transports a higher volume of riders,
leads to higher surrounding land values, not as susceptible to weather, better long-term
transportation solution than buses, and adds to the existing Metro LRT system. One person noted
that with LRT, two Van White stations would not be needed (i.e., the Southwest Transitway and the
Bottineau Transitway are close together). Several individuals noted that they preferred LRT or nothing
and that they would not use a BRT system.

Preference for BRT: Several (6) people expressed a preference for BRT. Specific reasons for
supporting BRT included: more flexibility in routing and vehicle sizes compared to buses, easier to
board and exit, lower initial costs and lower operating costs than LRT, and represents a better use of
tax dollars.

Preference for LRT and BRT:  Transit for Livable Communities indicated that both LRT and BRT should
be given full consideration. Several other comments also supported both LRT and BRT.

Preference for a combination of LRT and bus:  Comments were received that favored the use of LRT
with “feeder buses” to transport users to the LRT route.

Preference for improving the existing system: Several comments supported finding ways to improve
the existing system and questioned the need for a dedicated transitway. One comment noted that
using the existing system could avoid tax increases and avoid environmental impacts.

BNSF Railway input:  HCRRA’s  proposal to operate a BRT system immediately adjacent to BNSF
trackage on the Monticello Subdivision has been reviewed by the BNSF Operations and Engineering
Departments. After reviewing the proposal, BNSF will not support the BRT option.

Alignment Preferences
The Scoping comment form asked people to respond to the alternatives proposed for study.
Responses to this question expressed preferences for or opposition to specific alignments.
Comments offering suggestions for alternative alignments are provided at the end of this summary.
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Statements of preference for the proposed alignments are summarized in Table 5. Those who
indicated support or a preference for a specific alignment are included under “support” column.
Comments that expressed overall opposition to the transitway project are not represented in Table 5.
For the northern portion of the transitway, comments generally indicated a preference for the A
(Maple Grove) or B (Brooklyn Park) alignment. For the southern portion of the transitway, comments
generally indicated a preference for D1 (BNSF Railway – Olson Highway) or D2 (West Broadway –
Penn Avenue) alignment.

Table 5: Public Comments – Alignment Preferences

Comment
Source

Alignment A Alignment B Alignment D1 Alignment D2
Support Oppose Support Oppose Support Oppose Support Oppose

Theodore Wirth
Chalet Open
House

2 -- -- -- 7 12 12 2

Brooklyn Park
City Hall Open
House

3 1 10 -- 2 1 6 1

UROC* Open
House -- -- 1 -- 3 3 10 1

Robbinsdale
City Hall Open
House

-- -- 3 -- 8 -- 3 4

Additional
comments 6 -- 4 -- 12 34 26 5

TOTAL 11 1 18 32 50 57 13
* Urban Research and Outreach/Engagement Center

Alignment A   (Maple Grove)
Support: In addition to general support for Alignment A, comments indicated that this alignment
would better serve access to employment and education opportunities. One individual indicated that
a line terminating in Maple Grove would bring more job opportunities to the residents of Minneapolis
and the inner-ring suburbs than a Brooklyn Park terminus. Another individual comment indicated that
Alignment A facilitates the need for reverse commutes.

Oppose: One individual indicated that the route serves a minority of people and retail shoppers who
would probably opt to drive. The comment also noted that Brooklyn Park alignment (B) has more
industry along their corridor for commuting.

Concerns: The City of Maple Grove Resolution 12-016 supports further review of alternatives A-C-D1,
A-C-D2, B-C-D1, and B-C-D2. However, the resolution outlines concerns regarding impacts related to
Alignment A, including impacts to the Gravel Mining Area, the existing Maple Grove Transit operation,
and the right-of-way of a future extension of Arbor Lakes Parkway. Details associated with these
specific concerns are detailed in the City of Maple Grove’s Resolution No. 12-016.
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Alignment B   (Brooklyn Park)
Support:  The City of Brooklyn Park supports Alignment B, indicating that this alignment will reach
more of its residents and businesses than Alignment A. In addition to general public comments
indicating support for Alignment B, comments providing specific reasons for preferring this Alignment
included: would help Highway 610 business development and development in Brooklyn Park, would
have a stop at the new Brooklyn Park library, provides better access to schools (i.e., North Hennepin
Community College) and jobs (e.g., Target North Campus), and provides more opportunity for more
riders to take public transportation on a regular basis.

Alignments A and B
Support: Several individuals suggested providing transit service along both the A and B alignments,
indicating that both alignments provide opportunities for jobs, school, shopping, and commuting. The
City of Crystal and Transit for Livable Communities support further study of both alignments. Transit
for Livable Communities also supports the possibility of constructing both northern alignments for
BRT.

Alignment C
The City of Crystal Resolution 2012-14 and the City of Robbinsdale Resolution No. 7143 support
Alignment C. Comments providing specific reasons for supporting this alignment included: minimizes
crossings at roadways and signalized intersections, offers reasonable opportunities for station siting,
requires no additional right-of-way, provides a station within Crystal’s most significant concentration
of existing shopping and employment, and is adjacent to residential neighborhoods.

Alignment D1   (BNSF Railway-Olson Highway)
Support: The City of Brooklyn Park and the City of Robbinsdale Resolution No. 7143 support
Alignment D1. In addition to general public comments stating support for Alignment D1, comments
providing specific reasons for preferring this alignment included:  using the existing rail line is much
less disruptive to the residential neighborhood, more people would use due to faster travel time (e.g.,
fewer stops and signalized intersections), allows people living farther out to get downtown quickly, will
serve more people in the long-term, and is more compatible with general motor vehicle, bus, bicycle,
and pedestrian traffic as compared to Alignment D2. One comment stated that Broadway should be
reserved for future street car reintroduction.

Oppose: The Minneapolis Park & Recreation Board (MPRB) opposes the Alignment D1 due to
potential impacts to natural resources, parkland, and the recreational opportunities it is entrusted to
protect. MPRB correspondence details concerns regarding the historic nature of the Grand Rounds,
park and trail impacts, bus transportation restrictions on MPRB parkways, pedestrian and wildlife
barriers associated with the transitway, floodway and floodplain impacts, and the potential removal of
disease resistant elms. If the Alignment D1 is selected, the MPRB requests the environmental review
of both the Golden Valley Road and Plymouth Avenue stations.

The majority of public comments opposing this alignment are related to environmental (e.g.,
wetlands, floodplains, wildlife, and ecosystems) and recreational impacts (e.g., safety and increased
noise) to Theodore Wirth Park. Many comments expressed opposition to D1 indicating that it would
disregard people in north Minneapolis who most need the service. Other reasons for opposition
included: does not serve a high ridership, provides no service destinations (e.g., restaurants, shops,
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hospital), impacts quality of life for nearby residents, bypasses North Memorial Medical Center, does
not provide an opportunity for economic development, efficient transit is already available to
downtown, influx of crime and/or ”undesirable people,” decrease in property values, increase in
taxes, noise and vibration impacts, increased traffic, the residents do not need it/will not use it, would
encourage sprawl, oppose as a way for suburban commuters to avoid racial diversity, and there is no
parking available on the D1 alignment (e.g., people would park on local streets).

Concerns: Correspondence from the City of Golden Valley sets forth specific concerns associated
with Alignment D1. Golden Valley asks that, if study of the D1 Alignment continues, the following
items be addressed:  natural resources (e.g., recreational and environmental impacts), station
location (Golden Valley Road and Plymouth Avenue), property impacts (e.g., property values, noise
and vibration impacts, lighting impacts), and community resources (e.g., public services, utilities).
Details are provided in correspondence from the City of Golden Valley dated February 21, 2012.

Scoping comments received from the City of Minneapolis Scoping also address specific concerns
regarding Alignment D1. The City specifies that Alignment D1 largely bypasses transit-dependent
communities in north Minneapolis and does not extend the transportation and economic
development benefits provided by the transitway directly to these communities. Details related to this
concern, along with the need for future arterial/regional transitway improvements, are provided in the
City of Minneapolis Bottineau DEIS Scoping Comments approved by City Council on February 15,
2012.

Alignment D2   (West Broadway-Penn Avenue)
Support: The MPRB supports Alignment D2 because it believes that this alignment presents the
greatest opportunities for urban revival, economic development, strong ridership, and transportation
equity in north Minneapolis. Many public comments addressed the need for the transitway to be close
to where people live. Comments providing specific reasons for preferring Alignment D2 included:
serves more people (greater ridership) than D1, has more stations and better station access
(including by foot) than D1, supports economic growth in the area, would better serve low-income
community, better serves non-car owners, provides equity in infrastructure and access to
employment/education/healthcare, and provides a better long-term transit strategy. One individual
stated that “a growing and accessible north Minneapolis community where people want to live is
essential for stabilizing surrounding communities.”

Oppose: The City of Crystal opposes the D2 alignment because it sacrifices travel times and higher
overall ridership offered by the D1 alignment, requires two additional station stops and seven
additional signalized intersections as compared to Alignment D1, has significant technical challenges
associated with operating a transitway in a largely residential neighborhood and on arterial streets
with relatively narrow existing right-of-way, duplicates existing bus service, and has substantial
property, right-of-way, and community impacts. In addition, residents of north Minneapolis signed a
“petition against the D2 LRT plan down the streets of Oliver and Penn.” The petition, signed by 118
residents, was submitted to the Bottineau Transitway PAC prior to the scoping process.

Additional reasons for opposition to Alignment D2 included:  will destroy the neighborhood, negatively
impact property values, remove too many houses (cost of right-of-way and relocation), damage the
character of the neighborhood, exacerbate congestion, present potential safety concerns, and
remove parking on city streets. One individual indicated that outsiders are bringing in the idea that
the transitway is going to be really good for economic development. Another individual stated that
Penn needs to be protected as a north/south thoroughfare.

Concerns: Comments received from the City of Minneapolis presented specific concerns regarding
Alignment D2. The City specifies that the D2 Alignment has significant community impacts related to
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removal of single-family homes on the west side of the street, the reduction of traffic lanes on West
Broadway Avenue, and the removal of existing off-peak on-street parking. Details related to these
concerns, along with the need for future arterial/regional transitway improvements, are provided in
the City of Minneapolis Bottineau Draft EIS Scoping Comments.

Alignments D1 and D2:
Support: Several comments suggested providing transit service along both the D1 and D2
alignments, indicating that both alignments have benefits. Transit for Livable Communities also
supports further study of the D1 and D2 alignments. One individual suggested that D1 could be BRT,
facilitating transport to D2. Several comments expressed a desire for transit along the D2 alignment
if it were possible without the loss of so many homes.

Alignment Options D2A, D2B, and D2C
Multiple comments stated support for D2A and D2B, or other parallel routes, indicating that these
alignments are preferable because they would result in fewer property impacts. One individual stated
that at the last North Side meeting, the option going down Oliver Avenue was the preferred choice of
neighborhood residents because it would be less destructive to homes and businesses. Transit for
Livable Communities indicated that the D2A, D2B, and D2C alignments should be given further
consideration. In November 2011, the Bottineau Transitway Policy Advisory Committee decided to
continue study of Alignment D2 Option C (all vehicle and LRT traffic on Penn Avenue).

Other Alignments
Several people indicated that they preferred the proposed alignment to use the existing BNSF railway
line, but did not specify a preference for Alignment D1. One commenter indicated a preference for
Alternative 1 or 5 and D2C. Another commenter noted a preference for Alternative 7. Alternatives 11,
52, and 73 were among the universe of alternatives considered in the Alternatives Analysis Study.
Finally, other comments suggested various combinations of buses and light rail to provide transit
services. Several comments specified the use of feeder buses in conjunction with LRT. Specific
suggestions for alternative alignments are provided under Project/Alternative Suggestions at the end
of this summary.

Potential Project Impacts and Other Topics of Public Concern
The Scoping comment form asked for input regarding project impacts or benefits that should be
evaluated and also asked for other comments. Responses to these questions, as well as to other
comment form questions, identified topics of public concern and are summarized in Table 6. The
table also includes topics of concern provided in verbal and written comments from the public. Each
topic listed in the table is discussed in the subsequent text. Specific concerns raised by the general
public are provided under the heading from public comments. Specific concerns raised by particular

1 Alternative 1 – BRT/LRT, BNSF right-of-way – Olson Memorial Highway
2 Alternative 5 – BRT, Bottineau Boulevard – West Broadway Avenue – Lyndale Avenue – 7th Street North
3 Alternative 7 – BRT/LRT, Bottineau Boulevard – West Broadway Avenue – Lowry Avenue –
Emerson/Fremont – 7th Street North
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groups are summarized under the heading from organizations, groups, municipalities, and agencies,
with additional detail provided in correspondence from the group or within city resolutions.

 A list of project impacts or benefits that should be evaluated is provided at the end of this summary.

Table 6: Summary of Potential Project Impacts and Other Topics of Public Concern

Topics of Concern Number
Social and Economic Impacts and Relocations 126
Noise and Vibration 55
Natural Resources 40
Parks 38
Traffic, Congestion, and Accessibility 25
Safety and Security 22
Station Locations 15
Trails 14
Parking 14
Project Cost 12
Feeder Buses 12
Transit Operations 8
Public Engagement Process 6
Visual Impacts 5
Crime 5
Data Assumptions 4
Emergency Services 3
Cultural Resources 3
Wagner’s Drive-In 3
Health 3
Construction Impacts 2
ADA Accessibility 1

Social and Economic Impacts and Relocation:

From public comments:  Many comments (70) indicated concern about decreases in property values
and increases in taxes as a result of the proposed transitway. Other comments expressed concern
about impacts to homes/businesses and stated the importance of minimizing impacts to properties
and providing appropriate compensation. One comment noted that removal of housing along the west
side of Penn Avenue would mean the loss of millions of dollars of NRP investment and would affect
neighborhood/area stability and result in a dwindling tax base.

Comments expressed concerns regarding environmental impacts (e.g., noise, vibrations, light
pollution, safety and security) and losses in property values resulting from the location of the
transitway near their properties. Specifically, individuals asked if property owners are compensated
and what agency is responsible for providing compensation. One individual requested that
compensation be discussed directly with affected residents, as opposed to communication with
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community organizations who do not necessarily act in the residents’ best interest. One individual
[Noble Avenue] noted that his property is located only a few feet from the existing railroad fence and
asked what criteria are used for buying out homes that would be severely impacted. Several people
were skeptical that property values would increase. Several comments addressed the importance of
working with landlords, rather than just renters, during relocations and noted the need to ensure that
renters receive assistance.

Numerous comments (30) related to social impacts expressed concerns about the importance of
providing affordable, accessible, and equitable transportation to low-income and minority residents
so that they can have access to financial opportunities (jobs), educational opportunities, health
services, and healthy food alternatives. Comments emphasized the importance of avoiding disparities
in transportation, in some cases indicated that this should be a primary consideration in the Scoping
alternatives. Eight comments reflected a general need to run the transitway in corridors where the
greatest number of residents and businesses can be served.

A total of 18 comments noted the importance of the transitway in spurring economic development,
business investment, and revitalization in north Minneapolis and Brooklyn Park.

One verbal statement expressed concern about impacts to community facilities, specifically Estes
Funeral Chapel, noting that the chapel has provided services to the community for 54 years. Several
comments addressed impacts to North Point Health and Wellness Center stating that African
American people and lower income people go there for health care.

From organizations, groups, municipalities, and agencies:  Environmental justice concerns were
clearly evident in correspondence from the Alliance for Metropolitan Stability, the Harrison
Neighborhood Association, and ISAIAH (a coalition of churches advocating for racial and economic
justice). Specific concerns are detailed in correspondence received from these organizations. In
addition, the City of Minneapolis recommends further analysis of the distribution of the project’s
benefits relative to the transit-dependent, minority, and low-income communities in the D1 Alignment
corridor. Further discussion is provided in the City of Minneapolis Bottineau Draft EIS Scoping
Comments.

The West Broadway Business & Area Coalition stressed the importance of applying the best
management practices learned from Blue Line (Hiawatha), Central, and Southwest Transit Lines to
any line that comes through north Minneapolis. The Coalition wants small businesses to survive and
thrive through construction, and wants rail stops be designed for the best accessibility to existing
businesses.

Noise and Vibration

From public comments:  Numerous comments (55) addressed concerns about noise and vibration
impacts (during construction and during operation) and the need to mitigate them. Comments
expressed concerns about noise generated by the train whistle and the arm of the crossing guard,
vibration damage to foundations, health impacts, impacts to children and pets, and noise affecting
quality of life (e.g., loss of peacefulness, inability to sleep). In addition, specific inquiries about sound
walls along alleys or Queen and Russell (D2) or for Highway 55 to Plymouth Avenue (D1) were made.
One individual noted that “there is very little information on the specifics about what else might be
going in (sound barriers or other sound or motion issues).” Questions related to noise and vibration
included: Will soundproofing be provided for homes? Will the project include sound barriers/earth
berms? What kind of vibration impacts will there be? How do BRT and LRT compare in terms of noise
and disruption? What is the impact?

One comment questioned the noise and vibration assessment, specifically the noise impact for D1
(Moderately High) and D2 (Moderate). The comment indicated that it was extremely difficult to believe
that LRT along a relatively straight, long-established, and in use railroad track would have a greater



11

noise impact than LRT down city streets where no rail transit currently exists and that would require at
least two sharp turns and many crossing signals. The commenter asked how overall noise/vibration
impact scores were calculated. The commenter requested an explanation of how the seemingly
arbitrary vibration impacts for D2 LRT and D3 LRT were determined.

Natural Resources

From public comments: A total of 40 comments expressed concerns about natural resources, many
of which were associated with Alignment D1. Comments expressed concerns about negative impacts
to resources (e.g., wetlands, floodplains, vegetation, wildlife and habitat, ecosystems, etc.). Many
comments specifically noted concerns about resource impacts in Theodore Wirth Park, Mary Hills
Nature Area, and Sochacki Park. Several comments mentioned concerns about light pollution and
pollution in general. One individual noted the demolition and disposal of homes along Penn Avenue
as an environmental impact. Another individual asked if any necessary landscaping could be done
with native plants. One individual cautioned that the proposed D1 Alignment poses a fire risk because
of all the fallen trees in the area between the tracks and private properties between Plymouth Avenue
and Highway 55. Another person asked if the “availability of LRT lessened air and soil pollution in
Twin Cities neighborhoods where it has been put into service.”

From organizations, groups, municipalities, and agencies: The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)
identified the potential for wetland impacts along Theodore Wirth Park (D1) and noted that moving
the Golden Valley Station from Golden Valley Road to Plymouth Avenue also has the potential for
wetland impacts. The USFWS also indicated that although there are no known eagle nests within the
action area, existing data may not be current. The USFWS advises that if Alignment D1 advances for
further study in the Draft EIS, eagle nest surveys should be incorporated in the EIS for any forested
areas planned for development. The surveys should be performed a few years prior to construction. If
eagle nests are identified, construction timetables should be designed to do much of the work
outside the eagle nesting season or outside a 660 foot buffer from the nest.

Shingle Creek Watershed Management Commission (Commission) is currently undergoing rule
revisions. Changes that may affect the Bottineau Transitway project are outlined in correspondence
from the Commission.

The Bassett Creek Watershed Management Commission (BCWMC) noted that portions of two of the
proposed alignments are located in the jurisdiction of the BCWMC; nearly all of Alignment D1 and a
portion of Alignment D2 near the Robbinsdale/Crystal border. Correspondence from the BCWMC
provided detailed comments regarding floodplain issues, runoff and rate control, water quality,
maintenance, erosion control, and wetland management.

The Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) offered several comments regarding regulatory
requirements. Specific concerns related to permitting, impaired waters, and contamination are
addressed in correspondence from the MPCA.

Parks

From public comments: A total of 38 comments addressed concerns related to recreational (e.g.,
safety and disruption of peacefulness/tranquility) and environmental (e.g., wildlife, wetlands,
vegetation, etc.) impacts to parkland. Theodore Wirth Park, Mary Hills Nature Area, and Sochacki Park
were specifically mentioned. In addition to concerns about habitat loss and danger to wildlife, people
were concerned that they would no longer be able to observe wildlife near their home and/or
neighborhood. One individual noted that a light rail line would cut off access for residents living on
the east side of Sochacki Park and Mary Hills Nature Area. Two people indicated that Alignment D1
would not interfere with their enjoyment of the Theodore Wirth Park. One comment expressed
concerns about Triangle Park and Lee Park, given their proximity to the existing railroad tracks and
questioned whether or not they would still be usable.
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Traffic, Congestion, and Accessibility

From public comments: Many comments (25) identified concerns regarding increases in congestion
and traffic and noted that Penn Avenue is too congested already. Another comment expressed
concern about the access and the ability to cross Penn Avenue with the transitway running down the
center. One commenter indicated that impacts would occur on the busy and speedy Golden Valley
Road, which is not in great shape. Another commenter identified disruptions to commuting patterns if
Golden Valley Road was closed during construction. Several comments expressed a desire to not
bring more buses in the area to bring people in to get on the train.

Safety and Security

From public comments: Numerous comments (22) addressed safety for neighborhood children, trail
users, pedestrians crossing the tracks, and commuters using the transitway. Transit for Livable
Communities indicated that safe and convenient access to any future stations for pedestrians and
bicyclists must be addressed. One comment expressed concern regarding the safety of riders on LRT
versus BRT given that a driver is not present in the cars with the passengers. Several comments
expressed concerns about the safety issues related to running a transitway through a residential
area.

From organizations, groups, municipalities, and agencies:  The City of Minneapolis recommends that
the Draft EIS evaluate the impacts of the transitway and associated roadway design on pedestrian
safety along Highway 55 and identify safe and convenient pedestrian infrastructure improvements.
This concern is discussed further in the City of Minneapolis Bottineau DEIS Scoping Comments.

Station Locations

From public comments: A total of 15 comments addressed station locations. Comments addressed
dissatisfaction with some station locations and also suggested locations for additional stations/stops.
One individual commented that no one is going to walk 15-20 minutes or more to get to a station.
Another person indicated that the North Memorial Medical Center station is too far from the hospital
and another noted that the Golden Valley stop and the Plymouth stop (D1) are inaccessible for many
people. Several comments noted that the stops on D2 are too far apart and too far for an elderly
person to walk, especially in the winter. One comment indicated that the inclusion of park-and-ride
may not be needed in neighborhoods with high numbers of zero-car households. Another comment
noted that it is “stupid to put a big stop right before a neighborhood that terrifies most people from
the suburbs.”

Suggested station locations included: a stop between Robbinsdale and Bass Lake Road, between
42nd and Plymouth, at Lowry and Olson Memorial, at 36th, and at the former Robbinsdale Farm and
Garden. One comment suggested moving the proposed Golden Valley Road station to Plymouth
Avenue. Another individual indicated that if the Maple Grove terminal is chosen, it must serve Arbor
Lakes and added that the current stations are too far from the mall. One commenter noted that there
is no need for rail stops at Plymouth Avenue and Golden Valley Road and added that buses already
exist and are working well. Another comment noted that Golden Valley Road option has more space
and visibility and is less disruptive to private residences.

From organizations, groups, municipalities, and agencies: The City of Crystal commented that the
lack of parking facilities suggests that the Crystal station will serve walk-up riders only, compromising
pedestrian safety and posing traffic/pedestrian conflicts as riders are dropped off and picked up on
adjacent roadways. City of Crystal comments also emphasized that the safety of pedestrians and non-
motorized traffic near stations must be protected. In addition, the siting of the Crystal station at a
location between Bass Lake Road and Wilshire Boulevard is dependent on considerations such as
adjacent opportunities for development, visual prominence, traffic delays at nearby crossings, and
noise impacts on adjacent residential properties.
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The City of Minneapolis recommends that the Draft EIS include an evaluation of the benefits and
costs of including stations at both Golden Valley Road and Plymouth Avenue along Alignment D1. The
City also recommends that the Draft EIS evaluate alternative Target Field station location options
and/or pedestrian access improvements for the BRT alternative that provide more convenient access
to Target Field and the Interchange than the proposed Border Avenue station. These concerns are
discussed further in the City of Minneapolis Draft EIS Scoping Comments.

Trails

From public comments: A total of 14 comments addressed potential trail impacts, specifically
mentioning concerns about safety for trail users in Theodore Wirth Park, Mary Hills Nature Area, and
Sochacki Park. One individual noted a possible loss of access to Wirth Lake as a result of the
transitway. Another individual noted that, because of the lack of sidewalks in portions of Golden
Valley, these trails are “the only place for kids to ride their bikes or for pet-owners to walk their dogs.”
Others commented on the need to provide trail connectivity with the transitway.

One individual suggested a walk/bike bridge over Hwy 81 so people from the north side would have a
safe path to the station. One individual asked how bike trails and the Luce Line proposed links
(including a north-south route through Golden Valley and a route down Golden Valley Road to
Theodore Wirth Park) would fit into this plan. Another person asked if there could be a tie in to
Greenway-type bike trails along the rail line indicating that a trail would be more likely to be used by
residents than BRT or LRT.

Parking

From public comments: A total of 14 comments addressed parking concerns. Comments addressed
the need for more parking options near stations, including bicycle parking. One comment noted that
there needs to be an adequate park-and-ride near Penn Avenue and Olson Memorial Highway to
provide access for northsiders. Comments also expressed concern that the lack of parking at stations
would result in transit users parking on residential streets and resulting in the loss of street parking.

Project Cost

From public comments: A dozen comments addressed concerns about the cost of the project, cost to
taxpayers, misappropriation of “scarce public funds,” transitway subsidies, and the likelihood that the
transitway will not be able to support itself solely with fares. One individual asked that the project be
respectful of tax dollars, noting that there is no need to incur the extra initial cost and the additional
operating expenses of LRT.

Feeder Buses

From public comments: A dozen comments stressed the importance of maintaining a system of
“feeder buses” to provide access to transit stations.

Transit Operations

From public comments: Eight comments and suggestions were made regarding transit operations.
Specific comments included:  Trains should be three cars long and run every 7-10 minutes,
commuters should pay before entering the train platforms, trains should be given green lights at
intersections, the ride needs to be more pleasant than on a Metro Transit bus, and service should be
available during the evening and on weekends.

Several comments noted a need to study how the Bottineau transitway interconnects with other non-
car transportation. One comment noted that the BRT alternative does not appear to provide direct
service to neighborhoods in north Minneapolis. Regarding existing transit operations, one individual
expressed concern that the 760 bus would be eliminated.
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Public Engagement Process

From public comments: Six comments addressed the public engagement process, indicating that not
enough has been done to involve the community members. One comment indicated that a notice in
the newspaper is not sufficient, especially in a neighborhood that does not have a high literacy rate.
The commenter suggested announcements on KMOJ Radio. Another individual indicated that little
advanced notice was given and the hours for review quite limited. One individual asked if a public
meeting had been considered for the Maple Grove community and why public comments are only
being received through February 17. One individual indicated that the neighborhood was not being
heard regarding their preference for the Oliver Avenue option. Several individuals noted that many of
the elderly do not have computers/internet and do not know much about the proposed alternatives.
Other individuals commented that it appears their input does not matter.

Visual impacts

From public comments: Five comments expressed concern with the aesthetic impacts as a result of
the transitway. Comments referred to the transitway infrastructure as “ugly” and called it “visual
pollution.” Concerns related to visual impacts included loss of aesthetics associated with park
properties. Comments also noted light pollution as a visual impact.

Crime

From public comments: Five comments mentioned concerns about increases in crime to their
neighborhoods as a result of the transitway. One individual asked if “the availability of LRT lessened
theft, homicide, and other crime in Twin Cities neighborhoods where it has been put into service.”
Another comment indicated that LRT will make it easier for “thugs” to get to the Mall of America.

Data Assumptions

From public comments: Four comments challenged the accuracy of statistics for population and
employment growth that were provided in the Scoping Booklet and presented at the Scoping Open
Houses. Comments noted that the economic downturn may have an effect on the accuracy of the
data provided. The data accuracy for senior population growth and their use of public transit as a
segment of the population who depend on transit was also questioned.

One comment challenged the data used for traffic congestion. The comment noted that the traffic
data forecast growth between years 2005 and 2030, which were generated during a period of
optimistic economic outlooks. In addition, the comment asked for the source of the forecast, the
assumptions on which it was based, and whether these assumptions are still reasonable.

Emergency Services

From public comments:  Three comments addressed impacts to emergency services. One comment
stated that “all the ambulances go through our street [3300 block of France Avenue North] and with
the transit they are going to have to reroute all of them and it will take longer.” Another comment
addressed concerns about emergency access to North Memorial Medical Center, noting that due to
existing infrastructure, direct routes to the hospital are already limited. The comment indicated that
access to emergency services needs to be addressed and suggested that legal advice be sought on
the issue of longer emergency transport times and survival rates, adding that the risk and cost of any
potential litigation be included in the assessment of Alignment D2 costs in the Draft EIS.

Cultural Resources

From public comments: Three comments mentioned historic or archaeological resources. One
comment noted that the Terrace Theater is a historic building and should not be tampered with as
part of the plan. One comment indicated that there is an “Indian burial ground” claim pending in the
area of the BNSF track (Alignment D1).
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Wagner’s Drive In

From public comments: Three individuals who attended the open house in Brooklyn Park noted the
importance of avoiding impacts to Wagner’s Drive-In.  This family-owned drive-in restaurant is located
on West Broadway Avenue.

Health

From public comments: Three comments mentioned general health concerns as related to the
transitway.

Construction Impacts

From public comments: One comment specifically noted that construction would disrupt access to
Highway 100 from Golden Valley Road for the house north of the Church of St. Margaret Mary.
Another comment expressed concern that transitway construction will create traffic problems and
generate noise.

ADA Accessibility

From public comments: One individual expressed concern for ADA accessibility, specifically
mentioning the need to ensure access to people at the Courage Center.

From organizations, groups, municipalities, and agencies:  The Metropolitan Council’s Transportation
Accessibility Advisory Committee (TAAC) requested that if the BRT alternative advances, to carefully
consider whether wheelchairs need to be secured on a BRT vehicle, and if so, how to secure them
effectively and efficiently to minimize transit travel time. The TAAC requested that if commuter bus
service is assumed in the baseline alternative, providing paratransit service that complements the
commuter bus service so this kind of connecting transit service is available to people of all ages and
abilities should be considered. If the Bottineau project proceeds into preliminary engineering, the
TAAC requests that a TAAC member be named to one of the project advisory committees to provide
advice on accessibility for people with disabilities. The TAAC also requests a meeting with Hennepin
County Public Works ADA Title II specialist, if one exists and the Bottineau project moves forward into
preliminary engineering.

Alternative and Station Location Suggestions
Many individuals provided suggestions regarding alternative routes and station locations. These
suggestions are listed below:

From public comments:

Consider constructing on Bottineau Boulevard (County Road 81)
Keep in mind expanding west along 610 from Target North Campus to area of Home Depot and
new hospital, with possible spur from Maple Grove transit center along Hemlock/Zachary to 610
Reconsider a 7th Street/Freemont – Lowry Avenue alternative
Consider Hubbard station to D1 straight across to Plymouth Avenue then along D1 to Penn or
across Golden Valley Road to Broadway/Penn D2
Consider incremental approach such a building only to Crystal
Project should end at 63rd; development drops off north of there
A good alternative would be West Broadway to Washington Avenue and then into The
Interchange
Suggests that LRT down 81 to 41st or 42nd would be much more beneficial
Suggests BRT down County Road 81 makes the most financial sense
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Suggest alternative with LRT along Bottineau transitway on rail and intersect with Hwy 100,
follow to Hwy 55 with transit stations along Hwy 55
Suggest a hub at 41st for bus transit; there is space available for LRT coming in from the
north side
D1 should be considered for a greenway with a non-motorized trail, allowing access to other
trails/downtown (similar to the Kenilworth Trail, Cedar Lake Trail, and Midtown Greenway)
Integrate a safe and useful non-motorized corridor
Sometime in the future, extend the transitway to Rogers and possibly Albertville
Somehow tie the line in with the Northstar Commuter Rail in Big Lake
Stop at Hubbard Market Place and encourage supportive shuttles to the main stop
Build a park-and-ride ramp at the NE corner of 85th and Broadway to increase ridership

From organizations, groups, municipalities, and agencies:

Transit for Livable Communities correspondence provides multiple comments regarding
alternatives proposed for study.

Project Suggestions
Many individuals provided suggestions regarding various aspects of the transitway project. These
suggestions are listed below:

From public comments:

D2 Option – the bridge that crosses Theodore Wirth Parkway has been repaired for a 20-year
commitment; suggest switching the parkway so it goes over 81 instead of under it
D2 Option – reinitiate the old traffic circle
Could some of the roads around D2 be redone to avoid forcing people to move?
D1 and D2 have undesirable sharp bends and speed-limiting wiggles that should be eliminated
The houses on Penn Avenue that are worth saving can be moved to vacant lots that the city
owns – the houses can be rehabbed and sold as affordable homes
Demolish substandard/vacant housing on Penn Avenue
Study should propose feeder bus routes for public evaluation
Put bus on Lake Drive again – a bus will be needed to connect that part of Robbinsdale to the
Bottineau transitway
Buy a fleet of small electric buses and vans to service suburbs on major routes/side streets
Target should finance services to their facility
Keep motorcycles in mind during design
Hire local workers
Rock ballast = Big mistake in our area!
Consider double-decker buses to maximize ridership per square foot of road space used

Project Impacts or Benefits that Should be Evaluated

The comment forms asked for input regarding project impacts or benefits that should be evaluated. A
list of impacts and benefits to be evaluated is provided below:

From public comments:

Study all D2 options (D2-A, D2-B, D2-C, D2-D, and D2-W)
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Ridership/number of jobs and residences served
Environmental justice
Access to jobs/employment, education, shopping, entertainment
Transit equity
Mobility for seniors/poor people/limited mobility
Impacts to minority business owners
Project cost/operating costs
Subsidy per ridership
Cost savings of BRT/LRT compared to existing roadway transportation
Comparison of BRT/LRT costs and benefits
Differences in travel for various options such as D1 vs. D2
Consider acceptance of buses and LRT based on demographics
Balance between neighborhood impacts and benefits of transitway
Cost/benefit and positive economic benefits of the D2 alternative
Economic development potential in the alternative selection
Economic impact to surrounding residential and commercial communities
Mitigation/compensation to residences and businesses
Property impacts/property values (How can this be evaluated? What has the result been for
other neighborhoods?)
Impacts to emergency services
Health impact on communities
Commuter safety at stops, stations, and while on board
Environmental impacts (CO2, wildlife and habitat, wetlands, ecosystems)
Historical impacts
Park impacts
Traffic congestion
Repositioning of bike and walking path in Theodore Wirth Park
Noise and vibration impacts and mitigation
Interference with sensitive equipment and sensors along the route
Regional trail access should be included as part of the criteria
Trail impacts (serenity, quiet, peacefulness)
Consider regional trail access in conjunction with transitway
Connectivity to bike, pedestrian, and BRT alternatives
Design and appearance of area adjacent to the transitway (i.e., plantings, trees, etc.)
Design and appearance of stations
Vehicular traffic (intersection crossings, congestion, traffic flows on alternative roads)
Consider the number of buses that could be cut if the LRT runs down Penn/Broadway
Construction impacts
Parking (more options, safety on local streets)
Increase in crime
Compare automobile (No Build Alternative) travel to Transitway
Analysis of bus vs. light rail
Do a better job at highlighting the economic benefits of LRT for north Minneapolis at future
presentations
Systematic investigation as to where to locate transit station – Golden Valley Road vs.
Plymouth – based on transit need – maybe consider both as transit stops
Can any of these effects be mollified? Possible additions to design that would mitigate effects
of pollutants associated with increased traffic and those associated with light rail
Clarification of additional traffic needs per diversion from freeway system – including 18
wheelers and large trucks



18

Impact of EMFs [electromagnetic fields] giver the close proximity of the proposed Plymouth
station to overhead power lines
Safety/security risks associated with the Plymouth station, a known “heavy crime” area

From organizations, groups, municipalities, and agencies:

The City of Robbinsdale Resolution No. 7143 provides a detailed list of items to be studied in
detail for the C-D1 and D2 alternatives
The City of Crystal Resolution 2012-14 provides a detailed list of project impacts or benefits
to be evaluated
The City of Minneapolis Bottineau DEIS Scoping Comments provides a detailed list of
recommendations for further study
Transit for Livable Communities correspondence lists detailed impacts and benefits to be
evaluated
Scoping input from the Bottineau Transitway CAC provides a detailed list of challenges,
impacts, and benefits to be evaluated

Specific Questions
In addition to responding to the Scoping Comment Form, people asked the following questions about
the transitway:

From public comments:

Would the proposed track for D1 be on the east side or the west side of the BNSF track?
Would light rail trains share tracks with BNSF freight trains or run on streets?
Please describe the fence – how high? Chain link?
Has anyone done a study of how train will affect rush hour traffic in areas already congested?
(Lyndale-Bryant, Emerson, Humboldt, Penn?)
How disruptive will the 55th LRT segment be to traffic and what will it do to the 55/94
intersection?
Please show the details of turn at Penn and Olson Highway
What would “Option A” do to transportation options for the new library [Brooklyn Park]?
How close does any option come to Brookdale?
Could the Bottineau Corridor be extended farther northwest if demand warrants?
Why not run on West Broadway?
Why not run on France Avenue north of 36th Avenue?
Why not run along 694/94 to downtown Minneapolis?
Why has the route closer to the old shopping center on 34th Street not given more
consideration?
Wouldn’t the property in the area of Inglewood Avenue North and Thomas Avenue North, right
off of Glenwood Avenue, be a more viable location for a transit or railway stop?
What does the benefit of the LRT look like in context of a potential Minneapolis streetcar?
The flyer indicates that there are “property impacts” between Indiana and France. Does that
mean that houses are torn down?
How far off is the construction of this project, if all goes according to plan?
Has revenue from fares been enough for the upkeep of the Blue Line (Hiawatha) LRT?
Information presented at the open house stated that the population in the project area is
expected to increase significantly in the coming years. What kind of plan is on the table for
people to come here?
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What about what we were told last year during the discussions of improvements to France
Avenue south of Oakdale, the widening and realignment of the intersection? Did all of this
have to do with the rail line? And was a choice already made to run down Oakdale Avenue?
Is there going to be a barrier, once they get rid of the houses on Penn, that is going to go all
the way or are there going to be breaks in the barrier?  How is that going to work?
Have they decided to take one side of the street, which is the west side, and leave the east
side? Or are they going to take both sides?  [in reference to Penn Avenue]
Have people who currently live along the proposed route been contacted to see if the
transitway would be valuable for daily commuting?
Are penalties built into the agreement with contractors if they go over budget? How about
incentives for keeping costs down, completing on time, etc.?
Would 40th Avenue at Major be closed?
How many of the 130+ properties impacted by D2C are actually owner occupied and how
many are rentals and/or vacant?
What is the decision making process to determine if the project will be approved altogether
and which route?
Was this project option already approved by the Park and Recreation Board?
I live on the corner of France and Oakdale (38XX Oakdale Ave.) in the condos on that corner.
Do you have any information about how this will affect me and my property?
How is moving a freight rail and laying new rail in a wetland be cheaper than laying rail on a
concrete foundation in a developed area? [The comment expressed interest having access to
data that indicate that D1 is cheaper to build than D2.]
Since the D1 option has been in consideration since 1985, why has there not been an
assessment of the environmental impact to date? (The commenter noted that D1 was tabled
during the early days of consideration when it became public that the train running on the
existing tracks carried hazardous waste, a danger to those riding the light rail)
Will existing power lines be moved to accommodate space for additional rail? If so, where will
these power lines be moved and what impact will there be to nearby residents?
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