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Agenda

. Welcome and Introductions

. TAC Meeting Summary

Draft Results: Community Evaluation
Draft Results: Environmental Evaluation
Draft Results: Transportation Evaluation
Draft Results: ‘The Big Three’

Recap of Entire Draft Evaluation

. Next Steps
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2. TAC MEETING SUMMARY
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e
Public Engagement Update

« Minneapolis Neighborhood Update Meeting

e March2,2017-6to8p.m.
 Dowling Elementary School, 3900 W. River Pkwy

 Highland Park Update Meeting
 March 2017

e Detailed Evaluation Engagement [*
e March - April 2017
 Community open houses

e Pop-up events

e Presentations
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e
Highlights of Other Meetings

o Kansas City Tour:

February 16-17, 2017

4 mile loop
— 5,830 daily trips (2,700
forecast)
— $1.7 billion in economic =
development -
—  Business impact Survey
* 97% positive impact
» 80% positive change in
revenue
» 83% positive change in
foot traffic
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Highlights of Other Meetings

 Saint Paul Sewer Utilities: January 30, 2017

— Understand existing system
— Determine future system needs
— Considerations relative to Riverview alternatives

 District Energy: February 14, 2017
— Qverview of Riverview project

— Understand service area
— Considerations relative to Riverview alternatives
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e
Highlights of Other Meetings

 District Energy: February 14, 2017
— Qverview of Riverview project

— Understand service area
 |Infrastructure underneath Smith Ave.
 United Hospital of one of top three largest users

— Considerations relative to Riverview alternatives
* Plan to rebuild infrastructure within the next decade
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e
Study Process & Milestones

€ Completed August 2015 @ In progress

June /July 2017
(draft April/May 2017)

LOCALLY PREFERRED
ALTERNATIVE

CORRIDOR ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS
VISION

» Review of Relevant Work « Initial Screening «  Implementation Plan
e Current and Future (completed February 2016)

Conditions _ o
« Purpose/Need  Detailed Definition

« Goals/Objectives _ _
» Detailed Evaluation ===
February/March 2017

Strategic Communications / Public and Stakeholder Outreach
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b Complete

e Riverview Corridor

DOWNTOWN
) creentinelat ST Pidia

N
-y

MINNEAPOLIS

7

Purpose is to enhance mobility and
access to opportunities for residents,
businesses, and the region and to
cultivate economic prosperity

1. Growing population and
employment increases travel
demand for different travel markets

2. Support and catalyze reinvestment
and economic development

3. Transit-reliant population also need
Improved transit service

4. Limited opportunity to improve the
existing transportation network
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COMMUNITY

Ty

TRANSPORTATION

STATION AREAS

ENVIRONMENTAL

'

X
%
b=

o

=

Travel time

Use of existing
infrastructure

Connections to local /
regional systems

Connections to key
activity centers

Proximity to affordable
housing

Cultural / historic
resources

% Parking impacts
* Right-of-way

O Visual

)))) 9 Noise/ Vibration

~@ e Employment
-
Development
potential

= Pedestrian
l %‘ access

’4' Bicycle access

-- Freight

‘z‘.‘ Population

@ Proximity to zero-

car households

®
.j‘ 'ﬁ Ridership

m Construction
(0)

O Impacts

Parkland
Mississippi
River

Wetland /
floodplain

* January TAC Meeting* February TAC Meeting

=

Capital Costs

Operating &
ﬁ Maintenance
- Costs
@ Cost
== Fffectiveness
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e
Recap: January TAC Meeting

 Reviewed draft results for 16 of 27 total

Detailed Evaluation criteria

— What criteria are similar across the alternatives?

— What criteria are different between alternatives?

— What criteria are analyzed following selection of
the Locally Preferred Alternative?
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Recap: January TAC Meeting

Applied 16 evaluation criteria

« Downtown to near Sibley Plaza - Little difference
between W 7t and CP Spur for the trunk

 Near Sibley Plaza to MOA - Ford Site and Hwy 5 are

different travel markets

— Ford Site — slower and less direct, but reaches more
people and jobs

— Hwy 5 - faster and more direct to regional destinations

e Both Ford Site and Hwy 5 would benefit from improved
transit service

 Which travel market should receive premium transit
Investment? |
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Most Promising Alternatives

N \ -
@ \ 2 Saint Paul .
3 '~ Downtown
\\%’*é,a & Seven
Minneapolis :% 2 Corners %
5 3 %
St. Clair Ave ‘%
\ 2

Randoiph Ave

35 uianeq

Minnehaha PKwy

50" St N\
N\ Ford Site

54" 5t \
Ford Pkwy or Hwy 5‘.%
|

Minneapolis - St. Paul Airport | Wh at C r I te rl a are
Similar?

- Bloomington
s Southloop
Key
e  Alignment Options
= == METRO Blue Line

o= = METRO Green Line
A Line
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-
What Criteria are Similar?

Most Promising Alternatives have similar
alignments and areas served in Downtown, Seven
Corners, and Bloomington South Loop

@ Transportation

e Connections to .
local/regional systems

@ Station Areas

Connections to key
activity centers

Development
Potential

Bicycle access
Population

Employment
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Most Promising Alternatives

°f?‘:f Saint Paul «
& \ 2 \ Downtown

\ ‘f::’-‘@% éf" Seven
Minneapolis \’J’ 2 Corners %
\ i St. Clair Ave g's;’:
\
W. 7t or CP Spur
Ford Pkwy or Hwy 5 K
o o
What Criteria are
(@)
Dijjferent?
American Bivd Bloomington
_ J /South Loop
Key
e  Alignment Options

== == METRO Blue Line
o= = METRO Green Line
A Line
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D
What Criteria are Different?

Most Promising Alternatives have differences in the
following criteria

@ Transportation

%0 Station Areas

o Travel Time e Proximity to
Infrastructure * Population
* Freight Rail  Employment

» Pedestrian Access

e Proximity to Zero-car
House S
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e
What Criteria do we Analyze after

LPA Selection?

These criteria require environmental analysis and

engineering to determine potential impacts and
mitigations.

8 Community

* Noise and Vibration

0 Environmental

e Cultural/historic
Resources

e Parklands
* Wetlands/Floodplains
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e
Recap: February PAC Meeting

 PAC directed staff to define and evaluate
additional BRT alternatives

— BRT stations = Rall stations

— Report back to PAC in March with draft routings
and transit travel times
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BRT Concept: TH 5/Fort Sne

Presumes Identical Station Locations as Rail Alternatives

Ing

f~y Hwy5/Fort Snelling & .y Hwy5/Fort Snelling
/ g’; ) Hlstorlc Fort Snelling Statlon to MSPTermmallStatloﬁ ; \ ,% I-ﬁ;cgrlc Fort Snelling Statlon to MSPTermmallSta‘uon

¥ ; ), B % S j ; Mlnnesotas

Basis: Metro Transit service to/from Historic Fort Snelling, 2017.
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BRT Concept

Presumes Identical Station Locations as Rail Alternatives

Ford Pkwy Bridge MSP and Bloomington South Loop

46th St
Station @

Fort Snelling
Station

Fadarsl Dr

Basis: Metro Transit Blue Line bus bridge, 2016.
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e
Draft Findings: New BRT Alternatives

Presumes Identical Station Locations as Rail Alternatives

e BRT travel times would increase
—  Ford Parkway: +9 min (total ~68 min)
—  Hwy 5: +11 min (total ~51 min)

« Anticipated impacts on capital and operating costs and
ridership

— 3 more vehicles
— 3 additional stations
—  Decrease 2040 ridership forecast ~10%

o Study impact
— Would add 3 to 6 months and $100,000 to complete full analysis on
these alternatives
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Timeline
Draft Detailed Evaluation Results Feb-Mar 2017
* TAC RECOMMEND FOR PUBLIC REVIEW FEBRUARY 23RP *
PAC ACTION: APPROVE FOR PUBLIC REVIEW MARCH 9™
PUBLIC REVIEW MARCH-APRIL
Draft Locally Preferred Alternative Apr-May 2017
Locally Preferred Alternative Jun-Jul 2017

PAC ACTION: APPROVE LPA

JUNE 8™ / JuLy 13™
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Draft Results: Community Evaluation

3. RIGHT-OF-WAY, PARKING,
CONSTRUCTION, VISUAL
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COMMUNITY

Right-of-Way

+

Definition;
 Estimation of parcels potentially required by each alternative

Methodology:

» Measure overlap of proposed alignments with public or private property via
GIS-based parcel count using:
— References: Ramsey and Hennepin County parcel data and aerial imagery

— Preliminary concepts assume transit lanes and stations generally fit
within existing public or transportation rights-of-way

= SRS
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S
+ Right-of-Way

Findings:
 Preliminary concepts generally fit within existing public or transportation
ROW

» Anticipated ROW impacts on these segments of the corridor:
— Alignments on the CP Spur (purchase of CP property)
— Dedicated transit on north side of W. 7t" St between Montreal and St.
Paul Ave (purchase of City of St. Paul property)
— Rall alternatives via Hwy 5/Fort Snelling
» Following the LPA selection, ROW impacts determined for:
— Operations and Maintenance Facility (OMF)
— Construction staging and laydown areas
— Blue Line Tie-in in Minneapolis (if chosen alignment)
— For rail: Traction power substations
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+

Discussion: Right-of-Way
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Parking Impacts O

@

COMMUNITY

Definition:
»  Estimate on-street parking spaces potentially removed by each alternative

Methodology:

Based on conceptual typical sections

»  Averaged potential impacts of Dedicated and Shared Use alternatives
*  Used exact number of existing parking spaces for downtown Saint Paul
e  Estimated existing parking spaces south of Grand Ave on W. 7th St

Assumptions:

Metered spaces considered high demand parking
Noimpacts east of Wabasha for BRT alternatives
 Noimpacts east of Cedar St for rail alternatives

e  No parking on W. 7t south of I-35E

o Rail stations would remove 24 parking spaces

e  BRT stations would remove 12 parking spaces

e  Maintaining sidewalk width would reduce parking
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Parking Impacts O

COMMUNITY
80 spaces today
90 spaces today Arterial BRT -68% (All high demand)
Arterial BRT -40% (27% high demand) BRT -46% (All high demand)
BRT -76% (23% high demand) Rail -63% (All high demand)
190 spaces today Rail -92% (23% high demand)
Arterial BRT -6%
BRT -47% 1)
Rail -52% H
’ Saint Pau \

o 5 |

) .f\.\- b —I. - :I #)
AT T __n
™ = '

/ Seven Corner [Kel]ogg Grand)
%
o5 @ 7th (Grand - St. Clair) %

St. Clair Ave

200 spaces today Randolph Ave
Arterial BRT -12%
BRT -66%
Rail -69%

70 spaces today
Arterial BRT -0%
BRT -69%
Rail -74%
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Parking Impacts

Findings:

COMMUNITY

Dedicated Side Running Shared Use Side Running

Between Stations Between Stations

*  Overall distinctions:
«  Dedicated lanes would impact more Ot osouna -
parking spaces than Shared Use Lanes .
e  Side-Running Dedicated Lanes é
would impact more parking than =] jﬁ_
Center-Running Dedicated Lanes Les o 1 L w J w J w | w Jov) | o) o J 2 | w | w,] o| sls]

Sidewalk | Dedicated  Travellane Turnlane Travellane Dedicated Sidewalk Sldewal}-\‘ Parking’/ Shared Travel Travel Shared \ Parking JSidewalk
Transit Transit Use Lane Lane Use

61" &0

«  All alternatives would impact on-street T A SR A ... T
parking in Downtown and Seven Corners

Dedicated Center Runnin Shared Use Center Running
Trunk: W. 7t vs. CP Spur !

 Alternatives using W. 7" would impact |
more on-street parking et G

e W. 7t trunk segment (Randolph - I-35E)
has 270 on-street parking spaces today

Between Stations Between Stations

. 0 . I L 1o ’ : : : : 1w | | & [Jaw | 1z | a2 | || ® e |
o 2 5 b u SI n esse S (~5 O /0) h a.Ve p a-r kl n g Ots Sidewalk | Travel Dedicated Dedicated Travel Wﬁ\dewalk Smewamw [raar\"zl STJaS;ed SEE;r:d T[:::I @?mewalk
Lane Transit Transit Lane
58 e
Curbto Curb Curb to Curb
urb to Curb
*P! f sidewalk:
*Presumes narrowing of sidewalks, removal of two travel lanes and partial removal of parking s o
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Discussion: Parking
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¢ ws Construction Considerations [

COMMUNITY

Definition
 Qualitative assessment of potential construction impacts to businesses

Assumptions

» No-Build includes rehabilitation of W. 7t St pavement and reconstruction of
non-ADA complaint sidewalks in the next 5 years

» Maintain emergency vehicle access during construction

» Continued coordination/collaboration with agencies, stakeholders and the
public during engineering/design and environmental review
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¢ ws Construction Considerations [

15 WISAB ]

W. 7th (Grand -

Toronto)

e On-street
parking for
local
businesses

[

X

Seven Corners

Business impacts
On-street parking

Pedestrian safety during

special events
Hospitals

St. Clair Ave

COMMUNITY

Bus volumes on 5t
and 6t St

Historic and cultural
resources (Landmark
Ctr, Lowertown HD,
SP Hotel, etc.)

59"
Jan ‘-ﬂm
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¢ 3s Construction Considerations [z

» Pedestrian safety

o Traffic
e Access
- Randolph Ave
: lw. 7th Sty CP Spur (Toronto-Alton)

_E_.l (Toronto - : * Property values

ﬁ;& * Noise

s & « Vibration
» Safety

Ford Site

,//)

Notice

33




¢ ws Construction Considerations [

COMMUNITY

e TH 55/46%" St/Blue
Line operations

* Noise
* Vibration
o Safety
» Access to park
« Natural resources =  Transportation network
» Water quality “’g} » Adjacent residences
) » Business impacts
46th St  Ford Site redevelopment
Environs ~ B » Hazardous/contaminated material

Minnehaha Pkwy

4
Ford Site

/~  /RIVERVIEW
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¢ ws Construction Considerations [

COMMUNITY

o Park

* Noise

 vibration

» Access to transit by transit-
dependent population

W. 7th (Alton - Rivey)

‘  Historic Fort Snelling
» Mississippi River

» National park

« = View shed

o * Noise

3  Vibration

Minneapolis - St. Paul Airport l

MSP
« Traffic and circulation
7/
e Employment and
development
» Transportation choices
* Runway protection zone

» Safety and security
i

1-494
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Construction Considerations O

» Traffic and transit
service and operations

* Access to businesses

* Business and
economic
development

American Blivd.

Bloamlngton
/ South Loop

Mall of America
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¢ ws Construction Considerations [

COMMUNITY

» No-Build includes rehabilitation of W. 7t St pavement and reconstruction of
non-ADA complaint sidewalks in the next 5 years

» Maintain emergency vehicle access during construction

» Continued coordination/collaboration with agencies, stakeholders and the
public during engineering/design and environmental review

Findings
» Relative to the No-Build Alternative
O Arterial BRT — Least potential impact
O BRT - Moderate potential impact
O Ralil — Greatest potential impact
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%CORRIDOR
37

out Notice




¢ = Discussion: Construction Considerations @

(0)f0)
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© Visual O

Definition:
Qualitative assessment of potential visual impacts. Determine important views and then

assess potential impacts. Effects and mitigation will be determined during a future
environmental review.

. - . . _
\ Minneapolis B BRT R -
\ s o, e s e an e Ee am s e
= e ail
‘\ : Saint Paul “
\!3‘ 5
Vig : % %
\%y H 'ii kY
3 3
3 H H
/
7
gy - o
7
1 o
i Key Key:
......... e i Low Low
) [ Medlum = B Medium
N igh s B High
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© Discussion: Visual
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Draft Results: Environmental Evaluation

4. MISSISSIPPI RIVER
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o Mississippi River 0

Definition:

e  Qualitative assessment based on NPS sequencing guidance (focus on existing
crossing locations)
— Highway 5 Bridge
— Ford Parkway Bridge

»  Other related criteria: Mississippi River Crossing, Visual, Cultural, Parkland

Resources, and Capital Cost.
o  Determine effects during future environmental review

Findings:
Hwy 5/Fort Snelling
— BRT: Use existing
— Rail: Reconstruct existing for traffic, rail, pedestrian, and bike
or
— Rail: Build new adjacent to existing TH 5 bridge for transit, pedestrian, and bike

e  Ford Parkway/Ford Site
— BRT: Use existing
— Rail: Reconstruct existing
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e
3 Discussion: Mississippi River
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Draft Results: Transportation Evaluation

5. TRAFFIC, SAFETY
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Gom® Traffic

& " | i d
s A [ Saint Paul \
z @
1-7 ) I ; ).
‘\‘-;’e% g I B Seven Corners /7
Minneapolis \‘" : | \ W. 7t St &
A Chestnut St

Smith Ave

Hwy 55 & 46th St Y
- ‘ / : W. 7th St &

W. 7t St &
Randolph Ave

W. 7t St & Montreal

Minneapolis - St. Paul Airport I Ave / LeX|ngt0n PkWy

34t Ave & /
American Blvd

o — -

1494

American Blvd.

Key
e Alignment Options
e emm METRO Blue Line

24t Ave & == == METRO GreenLine
Killebrew Dr B —
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o™ Traffic S

W. 7th St TRANSPORTATION

Findings:
» Transit in shared-use would provide better Level of Service (LOS) along
corridor relative to dedicated lanes
» Dedicated lanes increased intersection delay by up to 5x shared-use
lanes
» Dedicated lanes increase travel time through the four intersections
(Chestnut, Smith, Randolph, Montreal/Lexington) by 1.5-3
minutes.
» Side Running vs. Center Running provide similar traffic operations for both
Dedicated Lanes and Shared Lanes

* Transit travel time
» Shared-use and dedicated lanes would provide similar transit travel
time through the corridor
» Dedicated lanes would provide a more reliable transit travel time
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[ Traffic S

TRANSPORTATION

Hwy 55 & 46t St

Findings:

e  Hwy 55 & 46™ St will operate at a similar LOS with BRT.
» Rail crossing would be grade separated at this location.

Bloomington South Loop

Findings:

o 34" Ave & American Blvd and 24t Ave & Killebrew Dr. operate at LOS C or better
In the AM, PM and Saturday peak conditions.
—  BRT is not anticipated to cause notable changes to traffic operations at these locations.
—  Traffic operations will decrease during peak seasonal shopping times
—  Rail operations at-grade across 24t Ave. will increase delay

Source: Metro Transit; City of Bloomington, 2016-2017
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[ Discussion: Traffic
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1+

Definition:

Safety

W. 7th St 5-Year Crash History (2011-2015)

&

TRANSPORTATION

« Identify access points and intersections with frequent crashes

Findings:
e Saint Paul: ~50% of crashes
were at intersections
e W. 7t St: 64% of crashes were
at intersections
— 3.9% of total crashes were high
severity (fatalities and obvious

injuries) and 4.3% involved
pedestrian or bicycle

e #sonmap=W. 7t intersection’s

rank in Saint Paul’s Top 100 crash

intersections

5 ; I Saint Paul

t o
\ey L #78. Chestnut St* spere

: o Vi
inneapolis >

#38. Kellogg

nnnnnnnnnnn

#80. Smith Ave*

Randolph

#15. Montreal/ Lexington*

#46. Davern

*|ntersection that also has
traffic congestion

aaaaaaaa

F Bloomington
) South Loop

th i o= eme METRO Blue Line
| 24t Ave Killebrew Dr | METRO Green Line

) h RIVERVIEW
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=t Safety >

TRANSPORTATION

Findings:
o CP Rail alternatives would have fewer access impacts
o Fatal crash rates:

Automobile 3 2x Bus Automobile 1 4x Rail
_0.013 fatal crashes per 0.004 fatal crashes per 0.013 fatal crashes per ) 0.009 fatal crashes per
million vehicle miles traveled million bus miles traveled million vehicle miles traveled million rail miles traveled

 LPA would require additional analysis to identify potential mitigation
measures

Source: FTA
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Al Discussion: Safety
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Draft Results: ‘The Big Three’

6. RIDERSHIP AND COSTS
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T
%% 2040 Ridership Forecasts

o Tl'ip Generation The number of trips made
Definition:

Number of transit rides on MPA
on average 2040 weekday

9 Tl'ip Distribution where those trips go

Home Work ﬁ Shop

o Mode Choice How trips will be divided among the available modes of travel

Car T t Walk Bike
et iX §
=

o Tl'ip Assignment Predicting the route trips will take

Methodology:
 Twin Cities model validated to

Riverview Corridor
— Travel time
— Trips (auto and transit)
—  MSP trips
— MOA survey
* Other Inputs
— 2040 population and employment
— Conceptual service plans

f\ RIVERVIEW
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Developing a Travel Demand Model

e Testing Alternatives How does trafiic change with different land uses, models, or routes?

Base Model Alternative Model Compare base and
altemativs—trafﬂc
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%% 2040 Forecasted Ridership

Findings:
Rail or BRT

Rail = 6,000-7,000 more trips than BRT

Rail= 300-500 more new riders than BRT

Rail = 900-1,300 more trips for transit-dependent persons than BRT
BRT facilities could be used by other routes — providing benefits to
riders of those routes

Hwy 5 or Ford Pkwy

Hwy 5 =1,200-1,600 more trips than Ford Pkwy

Hwy 5 = 700-900 more new riders than Ford Pkwy

Hwy 5 = 200-700 more trips for transit-dependent persons than Ford
Pkwy
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.1+ Discussion: 2040 Ridership Forecasts |-
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. .
< Draft Capital Cost Estimates

®

Methodology and Assumptions

e Order-of-magnitude estimates in Base Year $ (2015 $;
without inflation)

* Developed for purposes of comparison

o Cost estimates are not the cost to deliver any one of these
Most Promising Alternatives as none of them will be open
today

e Costto deliver is the base year cost estimate inflated by 3.5%

compounded annually to the year of expenditure
— A $500MM project opening today will cost approximately $729MM

to open in 2025
— A $1B project opening today will cost approximately $1.46MM to

open in 2025
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1 No Build (Route 54)

\%
VY
\‘i
\

Minnahaha Plowy

I.‘ ) 1
\Minneapolis

»
i Saint Paul ;
&
b g BL_ clae Ave
X i
% St. Clair
\ \!t. Randoiph Ave
\ . E 465 5 Watson
A \
st b
hY
BB

1 No-Build
» Estimated Capital Cost
in 2015%: N/A; in our Region’s
Transportation Policy Plan
_» Compare alternatives to No-

Build

2 Arterial BRT

Key

(O Evisting Station / Stop
@ Potential Station / Stop

s Flouts 34

o wm METRO Blue Line

o wmn METRO Green Line
= Aline

L]
Jipr :
\Minneapolis

\%

N\ -
\ i
\ i
A\
\ £
.\ . E 48" 8¢
Min enhaha Powy \
L5 ok 2 \
b
4™ By \

Saint Paul

B Clair Aee &

5t, Clair

Ramdelph Ave

yZ
et

& E- Oitto
Ford Site i .;,1“&
= /- Albion
Homer
-4 Rankin ’;‘.
Madison L

Maynard

" 2 Arterial BRT
» Estimated Capital Cost

f1 in 2015$: $75M
G l 1=dd
Ill 'J_',4
Key

O Exisung Station ! Stop
@ Potential Station / Stop

o Alignment Cotion
- mmn  METRO Blue Line
- e METRO Green Line

= Aline

W
* These draft cost estimates shown assume that the alternative is in operation today.

They do not include inflation costs.
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4 Rail: W. 7th - Hwy 5 / Fort Snelling

3 BRT: W. 7th - Hwy 5 / Fort Snelling
Y T . | g 3
3 Minneapolis | \Minneapolis
vy ; Saint Paul © 'y ; Saint Paul @
N £ | Y £ ‘\G
\ = g B Clalr Ava \. g " i Clair Ave e
\ 9‘5’ £ 1 / \ i .' St. Clair
. | Randolph Ave SEgh Ay Randeiph Ad
\\ 3 : ’ Raridelph \3 ' “ﬁ’ Randolph
l.-ﬂ' st ‘\.. E_‘.l."‘ E-23
Minnahana Ptru!'“.“ N\ 3 I.=ar|:l Site E X ,c,‘%d, Otto
N 2 ./ Montreal
4™ Bt \ Homer
%‘,
Maynard .
Davern " ~
Minneapolis - 5t. Paul Airportl_ Minneapolis - 5t. Paul Airport . Glli;:P:::?ﬁ:o;;lZﬁing
. i, .
3 BRT R 4 Rail
.+ Estimated Capital Cost » Estimated Capital Cost
rd . i o
\ in 2015%: $415M in 2015%: $1.01B
| o
G l [ G e
l.-—tl
[~ 4 d
ENP : A
Key Key
O Existing Station / Stop AN griment Opt_iun O [Exrsting Station f Stop ‘E— A|Ig"‘r"1€l'l't'D"Dt.iDﬂ
@ Potential Station / Stop :: m%g’itﬁe @ Fotental Station | Stop :: mgg glrL:.l;IEf.le
& a  Aline
¢ &

s @ A Line

These draft cost estimates shown assume that the alternative is in operation today.

They do not include inflation costs.
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B BRT: W. 7th - Ford Site

6 Rail: W. 7th - Ford Site

' Minneapolis WMinneapolis
\
\ Saint Paul © v SaintPaul O
\s
\._-I <
\\
Blevela:nd . i g ‘:
Raimlow
e E’ -y
; L
] }HDM}E&I
/ Homer
- E
I"-
7’ ; VA Medical Center
Madison
Minneapol Minnzapaolis - St Paul Airpors Fort Snelling
5 BRT Terminal 1 6 Rail
.+ Estimated Capital Cost < » Estimated Capital Cost
in 2015%: $615M i in 2015%: $1.21B
‘-u"
G“ LB ] E -89
] _,"-' 1‘
Key Key
O Existing Station / Stop AN griment Opt_iun O [Exrsting Station f Stop ‘E— A|Ig"‘r"11':nLCDh.G-'}
@ Potential Station / Stop :: m%g’itﬁe @ Fotental Station | Stop :: mgg glrL:.l;IEf.le
s @ A Line = Alins
/2

These draft cost estimates shown assume that the alternative is in operation today.
They do not include inflation costs.
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8 Rail: W. 7th - CP Spur - Ford Site

7 BRT: W. 7th - CP Spur - Ford Site

I‘ ) \ \ _’\ . '
\!‘»'?5.'31153;1@?;5 i \ Minneapolis
Saint Paul © > Vi
vy
= \3
Be_ Cialr dve S i
/\"‘St.mair H
landobah Aul - \I )
.)\Ramlulph '@ \3{ i
o \s.
o \Dtm Winmehana P \ . ‘
L} g ]
ﬂ \Hulm'eal
> i VA Medical Center

Minneaapolis - St Paul Airport

Minneapolis - St. Paul Airport I

Terminal 1

7 BRT 8 Ralil
.+ Estimated Capital Cost i3 .+ Estimated Capital Cost
h . in 2015$: $1.25B

Terminal !\

-
1. in 2015%: $620M §
| ‘ J“'"
Y )
i I £ 1-890
l.—-.
=g
r f = r
® 2t
f) <
Key |‘§E)"
O Existing Station / Stop s ASgnment Option O Existing Station ! Stop o Alignment Option
) . = e METRO Blue Line i ) o mmw METRO Blus Line
@ Fotential Station | Stop == m» METRO Green Line @ Fotentzl Station/ Sten == am METRO Green Line
s @ A Line - == & Aline

* These draft cost estimates shown assume that the alternative is in operation today.
They do not include inflation costs.
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9 BRT: W. 7th - CP Spur - Hwy 5 / Fort Snelling

\" Minneapolis

10 Rail: W.7th - CP Spur - Hwy 5 / Fort Snelling

"\Mi nneapolis
\
\Y ;
\; i
\ 1
\ Y !
\‘%
\. B 48" By
Min mshaha Phwy d l \
. \ N Ford Site ; i
b = \Hnnlrea!
54" B \ L
\ o Rankin £y
f ':\/- \Malhsu‘n
s S Davern
Fort Snelling ! —— e
Minneapolis - 5t. Paul Airport G _':'I _’#::o;:;hg
%% .
Terminal 1 i 10 Ral I
.« + Estimated Capital Cost
s in 2015$: $1.098B
e

\
Y F
WY £
, §
\ E%,_’ £
\} 3
\ E45= 5t
|Minnahaha Piery b 1 o
= \\ ™  rorasie E
\ "~ l
ke \ ./ {*
\ ; L5 "“*F_rankin A
\Daw'nﬂadlsnn
Minneapolis - St. Paul I!.ir|:mnI
9 BRT
» Estimated Capital Cost
1 in 2015$: $450M
|
IG: I
et
['f “ 4
Key

- Alignment Option
-« am METRO Biug Line
o wmn METRO Green Line
ams ams A Line

(O Euisting Station | Stop
@ Potential Station { Stop

&

KE}"
O Existing Station { Stop

@ Potential Station / Stop

o Alignment Cpticn
o e METRO Blue Line
o s METRO Green Line

= Aline

* These draft cost estimates shown assume that the alternative is in operation today.

They do not include inflation costs.
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BRT Sub-Options: Draft Capital Cost
i in 2015 $

& ‘\ Saint Paul N
Seven Corners ¢ W. 7th St (Base): $90MM-$100MM

» Smith Ave Mall: ~+$10MM
* W. 7th/Smith Ave One-way Pair: +$25MM-$30MM

o
-

\z2%
-

Y

=

]

18A1Y (ddiss ss1

Minneapolis \{%

St. Clair Ave

-

« W. 7™ (Base): ~$135MM

. e CP Spur: ~+$40MM

PRl SLa (Cost of Infrastructure required
and acquiring CP Spur ROW)

P Spur (Base): $52MM
ul Ave: ~+$0

Minnehaha Pkwy

50° St \

54 5t

American Bivd.

Key

= Alignment Options

*  These draft cost estimates shown assume that the alternative is in s— Al O
= m» METRO Green Line

operation today. They do not include inflation costs. i o
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Rail Sub-Options: Draft Capital Costs
il in 2015 $

/- K »
=y \\ 5 . Saint Paul N >
\\2}7 _g Seven Corners 7. W. 7th St (Base): $145MM
Minneapolis \v 2 * W. 7th — Smith Ave One-way Pair: +$25MM-$30MM
\ > S Cigeve * Smith Ave Mall: +$15MM-20MM
3 5
46th St: 3 §) * CP Spur (Base): $110MM
Environs P ¢ StPaulAve:+30 « W. 7th (Base): $200MM
Minnehaha Pl 4 . .
N . W. 7th StorcPspur  * CP Spur: +$80MM
— - (Cost of infrastructure+CP Spur ROW)

—

* New bridge for transit + ped + bike (Base): $170MM
* New bridge for traffic + transit + ped + bike: +$300MM

» At-Grade Station at Historic Fort Snelling
(Base): $180MM
s | B « Under Historic Fort Snelling: +$170MM
=) mrg « Via Bloomington Rd: ~+$75MM-150MM+
: T 4 & Alignment Options
=== == METRO Blue Line

== == METRO Green Line
A Line

American Bivd.

* These draft cost estimates shown assume that the alternative is in

operation today. They do not include inflation costs. /\ RIVERVIEW
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Rail Sub-Options: Draft Capital Costs
il in 2015 $

7 N A - >
o 5 3 Saint Paul ¥
? ) 3 Seven Corners
i is ) % E 2
Minneapolis % 2 %
Allowance to retrofit \ ‘%ﬂ
existing bridge: . ?
o @
irons M5

2 W. 7th St or GP Spur

Ford Site

 Tunnel under Hwy 55 at 431 St
(Base): $180MM

 Tunnel under Hwy 55 at 44t/45t St:
+$50MM-100MM

e Tunnel under Hwy 55 bypassing 46t /
St Station: +$100MM-250MM+ r——

Minneapolis - St. Paul Airport l

 Use existing Blue Line facility (Base): $10MM-$15MM
* Elevate track and MOA Station @ 24™/Killebrew:

+$80MM
American Bivd. Bloﬁmlngt@ﬁ / A 82nd St_24th Ave
— 7/ Southloop 0 At-grade MOA Station: +$60M i
e ' ¥ (0] Elevated MOA Statlon +$85M i Alignment Options

== s METRO Blue Line

== == METRO Green Line

* These draft cost estimates shown assume that the alternative is in
A Line

operation today. They do not include inflation costs. / N, RIVERVIEW
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Discussion: Draft Capital Costs

[l
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¢ Operating Cost Estimates™

Methodology and Assumptions

e Operating
— Unit prices are mode specific cost drivers from Metro Transit
— In2015% (no inflation)*

* These draft cost estimates shown assume that the alternative is in
operation today. They do not include inflation costs.
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®

O&M Cost Comparison

Alternative

O&M Cost
(FY15$,in M)

2. Arterial BRT $4.7
3. BRT W. 7""— Hwy 5/Fort Snelling $10.4
4. Rail W. 7" — Hwy 5/Fort Snelling $23.4
5. BRT W. 7" — Ford Site $13.9
6. Rail W. 7" — Ford Site $27.8
7. BRT W. 7" — CP Spur — Ford Site $13.9
8. Rain W. 7" — CP Spur — Ford Site $28.1
9. BRT W. 7" — CP Spur — Hwy 5/Fort Snelling $10.4
10. Rail W. 7" — CP Spur — Hwy 5/Fort Snelling $23.5

Findings:
 Rail costs $13m - $14m more per year than BRT

 Ford Site costs $3m - $4m more per year than Hwy 5

O

* ABRT assumes same frequency as
improved Route 54 and 2 minute
travel time savings end to end from
TSP; O&M costs associated with
reduced revenue hours, new station
platforms, and TSP intersection
infrastructure

* These draft cost estimates shown assume that the alternativeis in
operation today. They do not include inflation costs.

For TAC Review
Work In Progress; Subject To Change Without Notice
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3¢ Discussion: O&M Cost

r\ RIVERVIEW
%CORRIDOR
68




{. RECAP OF ENTIRE DRAFT EVALUATION
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B,
1 No-Build (Route 54)

‘\Minneapolis
«  Avg Weekday Boardings (2040): ‘f%% | SaintPaul
10,700 CU -
\ ‘%T‘
1
 New Riders: N/A L I

Ford Site

» Boardings by Transit Dependent
Persons: N/A

o Capital Cost: N/A

e 0&M Cost: N/A °

o Cost perRider: N/A 1

* These draft cost estimates shown assume that the Key

alternative is in operation today. They do not include 2 i
Inﬂatlon COStS . Potential Station ! Stop o METRO Green Ling
: d AlLina
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-
2 Arterial BRT

\\Minneapnlis
. % L
* Avg Weekday Boardings (2030): 3
7,100* \% :
\%
\* iy
New Riders: TBD oy I

* Boardings by Transit Dependent
Persons: TBD

e Capital Cost (2015 $): $75M

e O&M Cost (2015 9$): $4.7M -

194

IV
° Cost er Rlder In roaress - *2030 forecast from Met COUI’](-:”’S 2.012 Arterial
p p g BRT Study; forecast may be revised in a few weeks 2
* These draft cost estimates shown assume that the Key
alternative is in operation today. They do not include O o Do o METTO B Line
inflation costs. I Pt S 1 B = ETRO Gren e

P s

{ 1IN V k= INVN YV I e VY
CORRIDOR
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B
3 BRT: W. 7th — Hwy 5/Fort Snelling

"\ Minneapolis
V% Saint Paul @

 Avg Weekday Boardings (2040): WY,
14,100 5

-~

Bl ddisspsep
w
(2]

5t. Clair

Randolph

 New Riders(2040): 2,300

» Boardings by Transit Dependent
Persons(2040): 3,700

e Capital Cost(2015 $): $415M

1
|
e 0&M Cost(2015 $): $10M !
l
« Cost per Rider: In progress i 3
* These draft cost estimates shown assume that the hey I
alternative is in operation today. They do not include (2 T . = lETo e ne
inflation costs. — L

= ( 7y KIVERKVIEVW
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B
4 Rail: W. 7t — Hwy 5/Fort Snelling

\Mlnneapulls %
Vg Saint Paul @

e  Avg Weekday Boardings (2040): 3 N
20,400 Ay

) - = jl“/.\‘ St. Clair
S e S i 700 v
\‘f; g /ﬁldulph
«  New Riders(2040): 2,700 e ‘\ o

-
N i elynspaaym

* Boardings by Transit Dependent “——\ .
Persons(2040): 4,600 rotsmenins SSSEA
Minneapoiis - 5t. Paul Airport e Fort Smelling

Terminal 1

e Capital Cost(2015%): $1.01B

e O&M Cost(2015$): $23M °

304

« Cost per Rider: In progress 4

* These draft cost estimates shown assume that the E‘jev
. .. . . Existing Sta { Sto - Alignment Option
alternative is in operation today. They do not include e gt === VETRO e Line
. . . Fotential Station £ Stop - e METRO Green Line
inflation costs. : ALine
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D
5 BRT: W. 7t — Ford Site

*  Avg Weekday Boardings (2040):
12,400

 New Riders(2040): 1,300

» Boardings by Transit Dependent
Persons(2040): 3,300

e Capital Cost(2015 $): $615M

e O&M Cost(2015 %): $14M

o Cost per Rider: In progress

o

*  These draft cost estimates shown assume that the hey .

1 1c 1 H - O Existing Station / Stop o Alignment it Option
alternative is in operation today. They do not include B i S o= = VETROBcLine.
inflation costs. ALine
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D
6 Rail: W. 7t — Ford Site

\ NMNeapoll:

«  Avg Weekday Boardings (2040): X
19,000 :

¥
\ 4ﬁlh43m Fm'd?itﬁ;ﬂmu
 New Riders(2040): 1,800 "*‘“‘ ol ol

* Boardings by Transit-Dependent
Persons(2040): 4,400

\ 3
]
g

Ford Pkwy

e Capital Cost(2015%): $1.21B

e 0&MCost(2015%): $28M @

b-40d

o Cost per Rider: In progress :

6 .

* These draft cost estimates shown assume that the
alternative is in operation today. They do not include @ Potenial Station  Stop
inflation costs.

il

- = |
"333

o3
3B
EEg

"
11
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e
[/ BRT: W. 7th - CP Spur - Ford Site

 Avg Weekday Boardings (2040): ’*;__ Saint Paul @
11,100 :

. New Riders(2040): 1,000 e SR ol / I //

e Boardings by Transit Dependent - =L
Persons(2040): 2,900
e Capital Cost(2015 $): $620M
e O&M Cost(2015 $): $14M
o Cost per Rider: In progress 7
*  These draft cost estimates shown assume that the Key _ _
alternative is in operation today. They do not include E Py oo == ﬁigmgafi‘lL ;

inflation costs.
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8 Rail: W. 7th — CP Spur - Ford Site

* Avg Weekday Boardings (2040):
18,400

 New Riders(2040): 1,500

» Boardings by Transit Dependent
Persons(2040): 4,200

e Capital Cost(2015 $): $1.25B
e 0&M Cost(2015 %): $28M

o Cost per Rider: In progress

* These draft cost estimates shown assume that the
alternative is in operation today. They do not include
inflation costs.

\ A

o
g
R

2
Ford Pkwy

i saint Pa
]
]
i :
g &, Gl
st d Ford Site
In) \ AN Cleveland spdol
N :, / Ramlow
¥ Et i1
sl P f
- Em K
r_.'i';.,‘
edical Center nkin

8

wisti o Alignment Ootion
- = METRO Blue Line
. Potential Sta P - mm (WMETRO Green Lina

ALine
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9 BRT: W. 7th — CP Spur — Hwy 5/Fort Snelling
) Minneapolis K

* Avg Weekday Boardings (2040): " Saint Paul O ik
13,300 : : 5

 New Riders(2040): 1,900

* Boardings by Transit Dependent
Persons(2040): 3,600

e Capital Cost(2015 $): $450M
e 0&M Cost(2015$): $10M

o Cost per Rider: In progress

9

* These draft cost estimates shown assume that the Key
alternative is in operation today. They do not include 9 e = o= VETRO Blue Line
inflation costs. R S AT Toib

= ( o, O TR, =30 o, R A I =5, e
CORRIDOR
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10 Rail: W. 7t —CP Spur — Hwy 5/Fort Snelllng

Mlnneapolls

«  Avg Weekday Boardings (2040): = .

19,600 N
\.E X
*  New Riders(2040): 2,200 ekt ,
\ Montreal
« Boardings by Transit Dependent | ) X
Persons(2040): 4,500 Fort Backien [ :
(E |

Minneapolis - 5t. Paul Airport

Terminal 1

e Capital Cost(2015 $): $1.09B

Terminal 2 ‘h\“&‘?u
e O&M Cost(2015%): $23M °
e Cost per Rider: In progress =i 10
* These draft cost estimates shown assume that the Key _ __
alternative is in operation today. They do not include E B A —— VOt
inflation costs. R Al T
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e
Discussion: Recap of Draft Results
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raft Evaluation Summary

Most Promising Alternatives

4 6 8 10
Criteria Rail Rail Rail Rail
W. 7th — Hwy 5/ . W. 7th - CP Spur - W. 7th - CP Spur -
(Subset) Fort Snelling W. 7th - Ford Site Ford Site Hwy 5/
Fort Snelling
2040 Ridership 19,600
New Riders 2,200
Transit-Dependen
Riders 4.500
Capital Cost
(2015 $) $1.09B
Operating Cost
(2015 $) $23M
Cost Per Rider In Progress In Progress In Progress In Progress In Progress

RIVERVIEW
CORRIDOR

* 2030 forecast from Met Council’s 2012 Arterial BRT Study; number may be revised in a few weeks r\ /
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:ﬁ Need #1: Growing and Changing Travel Demand

RIVERWIZW
ERRRIDOR

Route 54 is the primary bus service between

“Need 24-hour service : ;

10 Gt £ ek i e Downtown Saint Paul and the Mall of America
airport!”

M@Tm Existing Average Weekday Boardings: 4,400

Demand for Frequent All Day Transit Service

Average Number of Passengers on a Route 54 Bus Per Time of Day (2014 Average Weekday)
Westbound
To Mall of America
“I transfer from the
Blue Line to get to
work on W. 7th Street.”

- Passerby at Mississippi
Market Pop Up

Paszanger Load

4 Sa 62 Ta B8a % 1Wa fa 1% 1 P H % S G Tp & % 1p p 12
Time of Day

Eastbound
“We live downtown and ) 70 Downtown
have one car-we would
use more transit to the
airport and the Mall of
America”
- Attendee at October 2014
Open House

Pagzangar Load
cwm I nERERES

42 52 6a 72 Ba % 1a fa 1% 1p 2 I 4 5p 6p Tp B G p 1p 122
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H Need #2: Needs of People Who Rely on Transit

RIWERVIEW

Zero-Car Households .
N e ST « 2x the ratio of households without a car than

region (16% vs. 8%)

''''''''''''

P A ) « 1.7x the ratio of persons in poverty than region
i 1 i) <R (30% vs. 18%)

» Areas with over 40% of persons in poverty

+ Areas with over 40% of persons in poverty and
50% of people of color

Cr
LEGERD
£ Staty Conidot

i Hepsse | % —O=METRD BuaLite
¥ - o . _ METRO Bur Line
L . =0 (Tunsai Fortian)

= £ f x =0 METRO Gt Lk

C g ¢ - o=t st + 16% affordable housing
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Py

&~ Need #3: Local and Regional Objectives for Growth

RIVERWIEW
CoRRIDOR

T T DOWNTOWN " Krcada Streat Sinail
Vi = . SAINT PAUL Area Plan (2007)
= . Seven Corners Gmwﬂ? > i — Greater Lowertownaes
“ | Plan (2000, Updated 203 . Master,Plan (2012)
" ~ ) - o~ &1
i \ SR e N
. Neighborhood Centers, Saint — P = b
i West Side -
ﬁ' Paul Comprehensive Plan (2010) -yt s 7Y \
Plan {2013} .t
£ #innafaie Py Victoria Park Master Plan Fa
Redevelopment of (2005, updated 2011) \"s
the Ford Motor .
Company (2007) mrm:nimzmm (-3 }h
Crowstown Hwy Shepard Davern Area Plan

{2007, updated 2015) —

Fort Snelling Light Rail

Transit and Upper Post

Master Plan (2011} / g
55

THSF Long Ti
Cnmprcrl:ﬁn:d[v":
- Plan Update (2010)

SOUTH LOOP DISTRICT

L404]

South Loop District
Plan (2013}

Bloomington Central vy
Station Master Plan {2004) Fg

Bloomington Central Station  MSP Long Term Comprehensive  Fu
Plan Update

CORRIDOR
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,ﬁ Need #4: Constrained Access within the

IFERVIEW

=i Corridor and to the Regional Transportation System

Physical constraints limit opportunities for growth and other types of travel:

Rivers, parks, historic structures, freeways, and airport

Source: AECOM

Shepard Foad at Jackson Street: Freight Railroad Tracks

Source: AECOL

, /~  /RIVERVIEW
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Purpose and Need: Goals and Objectives

Improve transit connections

Provide high-quality service for local Inps = increase frequency, relfability, and aftractiveness of transif = Provide competitive
fransit fravel times in the Riverview Corridor - Provide additional capacily fo meet demand - Increase fransil share in the corridor
= Serve transi-dependent popuiation

Support development and employment

Provide right sized transit faciliies to maximize investment - Support community development and redevelopment
- Support a mix of housing choices, including affordabie housing

Support, protect, enhance high-quality connections

Minimize impacts fo the natural environment = Minimize impacts to existing businesses and neighborhoods - Balance impacts
to traffic operations = Contribute to improving local and regional equity, sustainability and qualify of life

Provide additional transportation choices

Support regional planning for balanced, multi-modal fransportation network - Increase opportunities for safe bicycling
and walking - Increase comfort, connectivily, aftractiveness of bike and pedestrian facilifies - Provide accessible paths
foffrom transit

Develop and select an implementable project

Transit improvements with public, stakeholder, agency support - Fnancially feasibfe, compelitive for federal funds
- Allow phased implementation

CORRIDOR
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These criteria require additional analysis and
engineering to define potential impacts and

Identify mitigation options
@ Community 0 Environmental
I - Noise and Vibration o Cultural/historic

e Visual resources

e Parking « Parkland

« Construction Impacts * Wetlands/Floodplains
@ Transportation » Mississippi River
SR . Traffic

o Safety

/~  /RIVERVIEW
%CORRIDOR
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8. NEXT STEPS
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Timeline
Draft Detailed Evaluation Results Feb-Mar 2017
PAC ACTION: APPROVE FOR PUBLIC REVIEW MARCH 9™
PUBLIC REVIEW MARCH-APRIL
Draft Locally Preferred Alternative Apr-May 2017
Locally Preferred Alternative Jun-Jul 2017

PAC ACTION: APPROVE LPA

JUNE 8™ / JuLy 13™
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Scheduled Meetings

e PAC
— March 9, 2017

e TAC
— March 23, 2017
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