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INTRODUCTION

The Technical Supplement to the Light Rail Transit Feasibility Study
contains much of the data, calculations, and methodologies used in
preparing the final report.

Patronage forecasting methodology is outlined and LRT patronage levels
shown for each corridor. Descriptions are provided as to how vehicle
requirements, vehicle miles, annual passengers, and annualized capital
costs were calculated. Finally, detailed land use data is presented
on each corridor agd, in particular, around LRT stops.
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A

LRT PATRONAGE FORECASTING METHODOLOGY

Ridership assignments to the LRT alignments were done by using the output
of the sketch planning model and available data from the regional model
runs as a basis for developing 2L-hour total and peak period (2-hour)
assignments. The Twin Cities Sketch Planning Model generates an

express (LRT) line as a straight line extending from a selected zone

at a specified angle. It then connects that line to all specified
corridor zones with centroid connectors to the closest point on the

line. The output includes summaries of ridership and productions and
attractions for each zone, split by auto, carpool, express transit

and local transit. The model operates only on Home Based Work trips.

As the alignments selected were not straight lines, the sketch plan-
ning model had to be used in segments, with the data from appropriate
zones obtained from each segment run. This precluded use of the
summary output and required zone by zone analysis. This permitted
zone by zone expansion from Home Based Work to total trips and
assignment of each zone's productions and attractions to the most
aporopriate LRT stop(s) based on the actual access network.

Regional model output was obtained for total transit trips and Home
Based Work transit trips produced and attracted by zone. This output
was used to develop percentages (Home Based Work/Total) to apply to
the LRT zonal sketch planning output to convert Home Based Work trips
to total LRT trips. PFor the University Corridor, these data were
augmented by zone-zone movement data for Home Based Other trips to
the University zones, to assure adequate consideration of student -
ridership. The resulting zonal LRT total productions and attractions
were plotted on a map. Outside the corridor, zones were grouped into
logical groupings for plotting.

The LRT alignment was drawn on the same map, with stops marked.
These maps (one per corridor) were then placed alongside regional
highway and transit maps, and each zone's productions and attractions
were assigned, manually, to the appropriate stop(s), and split by
mode. Those zones adjacent to, or within a half-mile of the align-
ment had some portion of their ridership assumed as walk, depending
on zone size and relationship to the station. Those within the de-
fined bus access had some portion assumed as bus. Those very dis-
tant from the corridor, usually assumed to access the system at
major nodes (Downtown, I69L, ILOL, TH100, etc.) were split between
to those major nodes. All of the access mode split was performed
manually, but it was based on logical assumptions, and knowledge of
the highway transit and pedestrian systems.




Once productions and attractions were assigned, they were summed,
balanced, and-split, manually, between inbound and outbound, based
on knowledge of land uses at each stop and the magnitude of attrac-
tions at the outer stations. The split was adjusted to achieve a
balance in productions and attractions in each direction. The re-
sulting assignment was then split, using a programmable calculator,
into peak period (as an assumed 25 percent of total trips, based on
1970 Home Interview Survey Data) total one-way trips, and access
trips by mode, using the percentages calculated in the assignment
process. On-board trips and passenger miles traveled were calculated
(on-board passengers times the distance between stops).

The resulting assignments are based extensively on model output, with
judgment playing a major role only in access mode split. They appear
reasonable in magnitude, distribution and comparative analysis. It
was possible to hand adjust for anticipated new development and re-
development, where the magnitude warranted it. Documentation is on
file on the assignment of trips, by zone, to stop and the mathematical
analysis of the productions and attractions.

Patronage forecasts are presented, by corridor, on the following pages.
The corridor maps show the patronage forecasts for the preliminary
alignment tested. These forecasts were used as one c¢riterion in select-
ing a preferred alignment in each corridor. Following the maps are a
series of sheets showing 1) Daily Assignments, including total one—way
trips and ons and offs by stop; 2) Peak Hour Assigmment, isolating the
peak hour segment of the daily assigmment by stop; and 3) Access Modal
Split by station, showing the anticipated mode of travel to each stop

on a daily basis as well as in the morning peak.
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PATRONAGE FORECASTS BY CORRIDOR
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TWIN CITIES LIGHT RAIL TRANSIT FEASIBILITY STUDY

Station

Walker St. § Lake St. (Wayzata)

Lake St. § TH 101
TH 101 § TH 12
1-494 § TH 12

Ridgedale Dr. § TH 12 (Ridgedale)

CR 73 § TH 12

CR 18 § TH 12

Texas Ave, § TH 12

Louisiana Ave. § TH 12
Colorado Ave., § TH 12

Vernon Ave. § TH 12

Tyrol Hills § TH 12

Penn Ave. § TH 12

Wayzata § Linden Ave. (Parade)
6th St. § Second Ave. N
Hennepin Ave. § 6th St. S
Nicollet Ave. § 6th St. S

2nd Ave., S § 6th St. S

4th Ave. S § 6th St. S

Chicago § 6th St. S (Hospital)

TOTAL

Proposed West Corridor Alignment
(Daily Assignment)

One Way
Total Trips Total Trip
On Off On-Board Distance Ends
611 0 611 0.50 1,221
442 0 1,053 0.50 884
751 0 1,804 1.50 1,502
2,572 623 3,753 1.50 6,388
306 130 3,929 0.50 874
582 455 4,056 1.10 2,072
2,543 1,606 4,993 0.90 8,298
279 282 4,990 0.40 1,122
1,300 892 5,398 0.50 4,383
280 368 5,310 0.40 1,295
1,922 900 6,332 0.75 5,644
696 350 6,678 1.20 2,091
976 644 7,010 0.75 3,240
666 608 7,068 1.10 2,546
0 375 6,693 0.10 749
1,361 5,432 0.10 2,721
0 1,548 3,784 0.20 3,097
0 2,149 1,635 0.20 4,298
0 1,335 300 0.30 2,670
0 300 0 599
13,426 55,087 12.50 54,694
Passenger
Miles

2/25/81



TWIN CITIES LIGHT RAIL TRANSIT FEASIBILITY STUDY

Proposed West Corridor Alignment
(Peak Hour Assignments)

A.M. Peak A.M. Peak
Inbound . Outbound
Station On Off On-Board On Off On-Board
Walker St. § Lake St. (Wayzata) 239 0 239 0 66 0
Lake St. § TH 101 ' 169 0 408 0 54 66
TH 101 § TH 12 280 0 688 0 96 120
1-494 § TH 12 930 219 1,399 93 406 216
Ridgedale Dr. § TH 12 (Rldgedale) 73 24 1,448 42 81 529
CR 73 § TH 12 168 125 1,491 102 123 568
CR 18 § TH 12 855 553 1,793 250 467 589
Texas Ave. § TH 12 70 71 1,792 70 69 806
Louisiana Ave. § TH 12 475 220 2,047 226 125 805
Colorado Ave. § TH 12 66 130 1,983 54 75 704
Vernon Ave, § TH 12 690 275 2,398 175 321 725
Tyrol Hills § TH 12 313 95 2,616 80 35 871
Penn Ave. § TH 12 245 177 2,684 146 193 826
Wayzata § Linden Ave. (Parade) 226 138 2,772 166 107 873
6th St. § Second Ave. N 0 158 2,612 30 0 814
Hennepin Ave. § 6th St. S 0 524 2,090 157 0 784
Nicollet Ave. § 6th St. S 0 632 1,558 192 0 627
2nd Ave. S § 6th St. S 0 858 600 267 0 435
4th Ave. S § 6th St. S 0 510 90 158 0 168
Chicago § 6th St. S (Hospital) 0 90 0 10 0 10

TOTAL ' 4,799 2,218
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TWIN CITIES LIGHT RAIL TRANSIT FEASIBILITY STUDY

Proposed West Corridor Alignment
(Access Modal Split at Station)

Station

Walker St. § Lake St. (Wayzata)
Lake St. § TH 101 :
TH 101 § TH 12

1-494 § TH 12

Ridgedale Dr. § TH 12 (Ridgedale)
CR 73 § TH 12

CR 18 § TH 12

Texas Ave. & TH 12

Louisiana Ave. § TH 12

Colorado Ave. § TH 12

Vernon Ave. § TH 12

Tyrol Hills § TH 12

Penn Ave. § TH 12

Wayzata § Linden Ave. (Parade)
6th St. § Second Ave. N

Hennepin Av.e § 6th St. S
Nicollet Ave. § 6th St. S

2nd Ave. S § 6th St. S

4th Ave. S § 6th St. S

Chicago § 6th St. S (Hospital

A.M. Peak

Total Trip Ends Bus Bus
Auto  Bus  Walk Auto Arrival Departure Walk
769 330 122 192 65 18 31
610 186 88 154 35 11 22
901 270 330 226 50 17 83
4,577 1,577 124 1,190 231 196 31
280 157 437 70 21 19 110
1,077 601 394 269 78 72 98
6,224 1,812 162 1,609 221 254 41
314 449. 359 78 56 56 90
2,486 1,337 460 403 147 68 76
0 648 648 0 60 103 163
3,925 1,238 381 1,026 168 171 95
1,046 481 565 262 90 30 141
1,327 730 1,084 370 94 89 309
1,935 280 331 484 43 27 83
0 105 644 0 4 22 162
0 1,361 1,260 0 132 246 353
0 1,643 1,325 0 156 293 369
0 2,140 24058 0 186 387 552
0 1,211 1,359 0 104 216 348
0 0 499 0 0 0 10




TWIN CITIES LIGHT RAIL TRANSIT FEASIBILITY STUDY

Station

TH 101 & CNW

I 494 § CNW

Plymouth Rd. & CNW
(Minnetonka Mills)

17th Ave. § CNW

12th Ave. § CNW

Excelsior Ave. § CNW
(Hopkins)

Blake Rd. & CNW

"New" St. & CNW

Woodale Ave. § CNW

Bass Lake § CNW

Lake St. § CNW

~28th & CNW

21st & CNW

Wayzata Blvd. & CNW RR
(Parade)

2nd Ave. N § 6th St. S

Hennepin & 6th St. S

Nicollet Ave. § 6th St.

2nd Ave. S § 6th St. S

4th Ave. S § 6th St. S
Chicago § 6th St. S
(Stadium)

TOTAL

Proposed Southwest Corridor Alignment
(Daily Assignment)

One-Way
Total Trips
on 0ff
2,297 - -
800 284
206 145
369 212
187 84
1,477 890
404 357
668 113
2,159 1,120
239 205
1,733 1,296
269 90
541 103
1,339 819
-- 890
-- 2,049
-- 1,826
-- 1,412
-- 617
-- 176
12,688 12,688

On-Board

2,297
2,813
2,874

3,031
3,134
3,721

3,768
4,323
5,362
5,396
5,833
6,012
6,450
6,970

6,080
4,031
2,205
793
176

0

58,371

Passenger
miles

15.
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Total
Trip Ends

4,594
2,166
700

1,161
541
4,734

1,520
1,560
6,257

887
6,057

717
1,286
4,314

1,780
4,098
3,652
2,825
1,234

351

50,434
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TWIN CITIES LIGHT RAIL TRANSIT FEASIBILITY STUDY

Proposed Southwest Corridor‘Alignment
(Peak Hour Assignments)

A.M. Peak A.M. Peak
Inbound Outbound
Station On 0Off - On-Board On off On-Board
TH 101 & CNW ’ - 910 -- 910 -- 238 --
I 494 § CNW - 288 121 1,077 22 112 238
Plymouth Rd. & CNW 61 64 : 1,074 9 42 328
(Minnetonka Mills)
17th Ave. & CNW 172 64 1,182 42 13 361
12th Ave. & CNW 72 31 1,223 11 22 332
Excelsior Ave. & CNW 545 304 1,464 141 193 343
(Hopkins) :
Blake Rd. & CNW 105 115 1,454 63 97 385
"New'" St. & CNW 210 35 1,629 21 124 429
Woodale Ave. & CNW 742 370 2,001 190 338 532
Bass Lake & CNW 82 84 1,999 . 19 37 680
Lake St. & CNW 596 314 2,281 334 271 698
~28th & CNW 73 24 2,330 21 63 635
21st § CNW 200 20 2,510 31 71 677
Wayzata Blvd. & CNW RR 381 228 2,663 182 289 717
(Parade)
2nd Ave. N § 6th St. S - - 265 2,398 181 -- 824
llennepin & 6th St. S - 765 1,633 260 -- 643
Nicollet Ave. § 6th St. S -- 679 954 234 -- 383
2nd Ave. S & 6th St. S -- 576 378 130 - - 149
4th Ave. S § 6th St. S -- . 298 80 11 -- 19
Chicago § 6th St. S -- 80 0 8 - - 8
(Stadium)
TOTAL 4,437 4,437 29,240 1,910 1,910 8,391




Station

TH 101 & CNW

‘T 494 & CNW

Plymouth Rd. § CNW
(Minnetonka Mills)

17th Ave. § CNW

12th Ave. & CNW

Excelsior Ave. § CNW
(Hopkins)

Blake Rd. § CNW

"New" St. &§ CNW

Woodale Ave. & CNW

Bass Lake § CNW
Lake St. & CNW

"28th § CNW

21st & CNW

Wayzata Blvd. § CNW RR

(Parade)
2nd Ave. N § 6th St.
llennepin § 6th St. S

Nicollet Ave. § 6th St. S

2nd Ave. S § 6th St.
4th Ave. S § 6th St.

Chicago § 6th St., §
(Stadium)

TWIN CITIES LIGHT RAIL TRANSIT FEASIBILITY STUDY

S

S
S

Total Trip Ends

Auto Bus Walk
3,661 694 239
1,464 503 199

368 202 130
280 60 821
87 18 436
2,890 1,047 801
58 15 1,447

0 0 1,560
4,480 1,402 375
161 63 663
3,864 1,369 824
0 0 717

440 118 728
3,141 828 345
0 1,493 287

0 2,746 1,352

0 1,512 2,140

0 873 1,952

0 63 1,171

0 62 289

Proposed Southwest Corridor Alignment
(Access Modal Split at Station)

A.M.
Bus
Auto Arrival

915 137
367 72
92 20
70 11
22 3
722 152
14 2
0 0
1,174 209
40 7
967 210
0 0
110 21
786 108
0 152
0 174 -

0 97

0 40

0 1

0 1

Peak
Bus

Departure

36
54
31

4
2
110

222
613
281
178

15

14

Walk

60
50
176

292
137
1,183

381
391
1,640
223
1,515
182
323
1,080

446
1,025
914
707
310

89
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TWIN CITIES LIGHT RAIL TRANSIT FEASIBILITY STUDY

Proposed St. Paul-Minneapolis Corridor Alignment

P ]

(Paily Alignment)

One Way

Total Trips
Stops On - Off
Kellogg & Wabahsa St. 0 2,322
Sth & Wabasha Sts. 0 2,166
7th & Wabasha Sts. 0 2,832
10th & Wabasha Sts. 0 669
Columbus Ave. & Wabasha St. (Veterans Bldg.) 309 282
Capitol Ave. § Wabasha St. (Capitol) 630 2,532
Rice St. § University Ave. 334 323
Western Ave. § University Ave. 422 330
Dale St. & University Ave. 754 630
Victoria St. § University Ave. 520 328
Lexington Pkwy. § University Ave. 1,031 983
Snelling Ave. § University Ave. 436 358
flamline Ave. § University Ave. 954 1,184
Fairview Ave. & University Ave. 827 919
Transfer & University Ave. (AMTRAK) 131 328
Raymond & University Ave. 324 358
Emerald & University Ave. (City Limits) 234 212
Malcolm St. & University Ave. 328 487
Oak St. & Washington Ave. SE 1,011 1,787
Coffman Union § Washingon Ave. SE (U of M) 516 1,025
W. Bank & Washington Ave. S (U of M) 4573 914
Cedar Ave. § Washington Ave.. 250 642
Chicago Ave. § 3rd St..S (Stadium) 604 196
4th Ave. § 3rd St. S 1,428 0
2nd Ave. § 3rd St. S 3,463 0
Nicollet Ave. § 3rd St. S 3,378 0
Hennepin Ave. § 3rd St. § 3,166 0
2nd Ave. N § 3rd St. S 308 0

21,809

TOTAL

On-Board

0
2,322
4,496
7,324
7,993
7,966
9,868
9,857
9,765
9,641
9,449
9,401
9,323
9,553
9,645
9,842
9,876
9,854

10,013

10,789

11,298

11,759

12,151

11,742

10,315
6,852
3,474

308

93,144

Passenger

Miles

COCOCOOCOOCODOOCOCOOOOCOoOOOCOoOoOOoOoOCoOoCoOooOoO

(=)

Distance

.14
.14
. 34
.19
.24
.24
.50
.50
.50
.50
.50
.50

.50

50

.50
.50
.50
.30
.50
.43
.33
.24
.03
.27
.14
.14
.05
.14

.46

Total Trip
Ends

4,644
4,332
5,664
1,338
1,182
6,324
1,314
1,504
2,768
1,696
4,028
1,588
4,276
3,492
918
1,364
892
1,630
5,596
3,082
2,734
1,784
1,600
2,856
6,926
6,756
6,332
616

87,236

Revised 2/3/81



TWIN CITIES LIGHT RAIL TRANSIT FEASIBILITY STUDY

Proposed St. Paul-Minneapolis Corridor Alignment
(Peak Period Assignments)

A.M. Peak A.M. Peak
Eastbound Westbournd
Stops ' On Off On-Board On Off On-Board
Kellogg & Wabahsa St. 0 802 0 350 0 350
5th & Wabasha Sts, 0 733 802 341 0 691
7th & Wabasha Sts. 0 1,000 1,541 404 0 1,095
10th & Wabasha Sts. 0 180 2,541 151 0 1,246
Columbus Ave. § Wabasha St. (Veterans Bldg.) 124 126 2,721 34 9 1,271
Capitol Ave. & Wabasha St. (Capitol) 219 858 2,720 437 53 1,655
Rice St. & University Ave. 123 81 3,359 63 35 1,683
Western Ave. § University Ave. 163 48 3,317 100 35 1,748
Dale St. & University Ave. 284 83 3,202 199 71 1,876
Victoria St. § University Ave. 170 64 3,001 84 71 1,889
Lexington Pkwy.. § University Ave. 415 248 2,895 191 71 2,009
llamline Ave. & University Ave. 388 %%é g,;ig , 333 igg %.83%
Snelling Ave. § University Ave. . ’ !
Fuirvieﬁ Ave. § Universit§ Ave. 261 135 2,667 275 133 2,235
Transfer § University Ave. (AMTRAK) 31 134 2,541 11 35 2,211
Raymond & University Ave. 114 43 2,644 117 43 2,285
Emerald § University Ave. (City Limits) 57 53 2,573 43 53 2,275
Malcolm St. & University Ave. 87 25 2,569 191 71 2,395
Oak St. & Washington Ave. SE 317 412 2,507 381 177 2,599
Coffman Union § Washingon Ave. SE (U of M) 77 426 2,602 28 177 2,450
W. Bank & Washington Ave. S (U of M) 77 355 2,951 50 148 2,352
Cedar Ave. & Washington Ave. 109 75 3’259 209 18 2,543
Chicago Ave. § 3rd St. S (Stadium) 178 48 3,195 37 111 2,469
4th Ave. § 3rd St. S 300 0 3,065 0 373 2,998
2nd A & 3rd St. S ' 909 0 2,765 0 722 1,376
ne ave. T . 905 0 1,856 0 685 685
Nicollet Ave. § 3rd St. S ’
;. 911 0 951 0 580 105

llennepin Ave. § 3rd St. § 40 0 40 0 105 0
2nd Ave. N § 3rd St. S

6,267 4,046

Revised 2/3/81



e — S —""Y S

TWIN CITIES LIGHT RAIL TRANSIT FEASIBILITY STUDY

Proposed St. Paul-Minneapolis Corridor Alignment
(Atcess Modal Split at Station)

Revised 2/3/81

A.M. Peak
Total Trip Ends Bus Bus
Stops Auto Bus Walk Auto Arrival Departure Walk
NKellouwgp Wabahsa St. 0 3,566 1,078 0 380 545 227
Sth ﬁsﬁaéusha Sts, 0 2,750 1,582 0 309 423 342
Tth & Wabasha Sts, 0 4,113 1,551 0 428 647 igg
10th & Wabasha Sts. : 0 499 839 0 75 65
Columbus Ave. § Wabasha St,(Veterans Bldg.) 0 365 817 0 43 120 130
Capitol Ave. & Wabasha St, (Capitol) 0 5,444 880 0 700 688 179
Rice St. & University Ave. a 560 176 578 - 126 23 21 134
Western Ave., § University Ave. 0 ‘ 0 1,504 0 0 0 346
Dale St., & University Ave. 352 1,553 864 74 247 126 ;gg
Victoria St. 6 University Ave. 0 373 1,323 0 53 40
Lexington Pkwy.. § University Ave, 242 3,101 685 51 414 313 147
Hamline Ave. & University Ave, 0 516 1,072 0 42 84 239
Snelling Ave., § Universfty Ave., 910 1,985 1,380 194 256 233 305
Fairview Ave. § University Ave, 0 2,050 1,442 0 283 205 315
Transfer & University Ave. (AMTRAK) 0 0. 918 0 0 0 211
Raymond § University Ave. 328 565 470 72 88 51 106
Emerald & University Ave. (City Limits) 0 0 892 0 0 0 206
Malcolm St. & University Ave. 0 978 652 0 139 75 160
Oak St. & Washington Ave. SE 1,910 633 3,052 425 74 85 . ;83
Coffman Union § Washingon Ave. SE (U of M) 0 0 3,082 0 0 0
W. Bank & Washington Ave. S (U of M) 0 0 2,734 0 0 0 630
Cedar Ave. & Washington Ave. 0 0 1,784 0 0 0 411
Chicago Ave. § 3rd St. S (Stadium) 506 - 756 337 0 156 .109 109
ath Ave. § 3rd St. § 0 2,604 252 0 299 320 55
2nd Ave. & 3rd St. § 0 6,670 256 0 924 651 56
Nicollet Ave. & 3rd St. § ' 0 7,363 %83 g ggg . g;g 2%
lNennepin Ave. § 3rd St, S 0 6,047 85
2nd Ave, N § 3rd St. S 0 464 152 0 66 17 62
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TWIN CITIES LIGHT RAIL TRANSIT FEASIBILITY STUDY

Proposed St, Paul Northeast Corridor Alignment
(Daily Assignment)

Station

White Bear § C.R. D (1694)
Beam Ave, § Maplewood Mall
Beam § BN Railroad

C.R. C § BN Railroad

Cope & BN (TH36)

Frost § BN Railroad
Larpenteur § BN Railroad
Arlington § BN Railroad
Maryland § BN Railroad
Larl § LBast 7th

Arcade § BN Railroad

Payne § Collin

St. Paul-Ramsey Hospital
Central § Cedar St. (Capital)
Columbus Ave. § Cedar St.
10th § Cedar St,

7th § Cedar St,

Sth § Cedar St,

Kellogg § Cedar St.

TOTAL

One Way
Total Trips
On  Off

3,704 0

604 0

73 0

239 90

1,678 568

370 134

824 237

432 119

368 119

84 16

624 254

0 41

0 326

0 882

0 188

0 1,235

0 1,483

0 1,801

0 1,507
9,000

On-Board

3,704
4,308
4,381
4,530
5,640
5,876
6,463
6,776
7,025
7,093
7,463
7,422
7,096
6,214
6,026
4,791
3,308
1,507
0

51,491

Passenger
Miles

Distance

0.60
0.65
0.50
0.70
0.75
0.50
0.50
0.50
0.85
0.50
1 0.82
0.85
0.25
0.14
0.19
0.19
0.14
0.14

8.77

Total Trip

Ends

[—

7,408
1,208
146
658
4,492
1,008
2,122
1,102
974
200
1,756
82
652
1,764
376
2,470
2,966
3,602
3,014

36,000

2/13/81




TWIN CITIES LIGHT RAIL TRANSIT FEASIBILITY STUDY

Proposed St. Paul Northeast Corridor Alignment

Station

White Bear § C.R. D (I694)
Beam Ave. § Maplewood Mall
Beam § BN Railroad

C.R. C § BN Railroad

Cope § BN (TH36)

Frost § BN Railrocad
Larpenteur § BN Railroad
Arlington § BN Railroad
Maryland § BN Railroad
Larl § East 7th

Arcade § BN Railroad

Payne § Collin

St. Paul-Ramsey Hospital
Central § Cedar St., (Capital)
Columbus Ave, § Cedar St.
10th § Cedar St.

7th § Cedar St.

5th § Cedar St.

Kellogg § Cedar St.

TOTAL

(Peak Period Assignments)

A.M. Peak
Inbound
On  Off
1,565 0
122 0
30 0
109 31
770 151
179 26
403 36
195 21
178 19
26 0
277 79
0 10
0 114
0 443
0 87
0 613
0 729
0 786
0 709
3,854

On-Board

1,565
1,687
1,717
1,795
2,414
2,567
2,934
3,108
3,267
3,293
3,491
3,481
3,367
2,924
2,837
2,224
1,495
709

0

A.M. Peak
Outbound
on  Off
0 291

0 181

0 7
10 11
106 72
36 7
72 10
33 7
36 9
7 16
36 36
9 0
33 0
9 0

9 0
20 0
32 0
136 0
63 0

645

On-Board

0
291
472
479
480
446
417
355
329
302
311
311
302
269
260
251
231
199

63

2/13/81
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TWIN CITIES LIGHT RAIL TRANSIT FEASIBILITY STUDY

Proposed St. Paul Northeast Corridor Alignment
(Access Modal Split at Station)

Station

White Bear § C.R. D (1694)
Beam Ave. § Maplewood Mall
Beam § BN Railroad

C.R., C § BN Railroad

Cope § BN (TH36)

Frost § BN Railroad
Larpenteur § BN Railroad
Arlington § BN Railroad
Maryland § BN Railroad
Earl § East 7th

Arcade § BN Railroad

Payne § Collin

St. Paul-Ramsey Hospital
Central § Cedar St. (Capital)
Columbus Ave., § Cedar St.
10th § Cedar St.

7th § Cedar St.

5th § Cedar St,.

Kellogg § Cedar St.

Total Trip Ends

Auto

5,442
665
79
311
2,793
294
1,094
602
610
85
1,186
17

0

oo oOoo

A.M. Peak
Bus Bus
Bus Walk Auto Arrivals Departures Walk
1,986 0 1,357 79 420 0
419 124 - 166 63 43 31
37 30 21 1 7 7
- 112 235 77 7 20 57
1,070 629 384 91 359 266
82 631 71 3 17 157
165 863 269 3 37 212
89 410 136 3 24 94
109 205 165 3 25 49
41 75 19 3 6 22
417 153 288 27 75 37
10 55 4 1 1 12
92 560 0 16 4 127
202 1,562 0 51 1 399
202 174 0 47 4 44
1,831 639 0 454 14 164
1,878 1,088 0 462 20 279
2,875 727 0 628 109 186
2,261 753 0 532 47 193

2/13/81
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TWIN CITIES LIGHT RAIL TRANSIT FEASIBILITY STUDY

Proposed Northwest Corridor Alignment

Station

Bass Lake Rd.vﬁ Brooklyn Blvd.

55th Ave., § Brooklyn Blvd. (Brookdale)

50th Ave, § Drew

Lake Dr. § N. Broadway
France Ave. & N. Broadway
Lowry Ave. § N. Broadway
29th Ave. § N. Broadway
Penn Ave. § N. Broadway
Knox Ave. § N. Broadway
Broadway § Emerson Ave. N
16th Ave. & Emerson Ave. N

Plymouth Ave. § Emerson Ave. N

Lyndale Ave., § 7th Ave. N
Hennepen Ave. § 8th St. S -
Nicollet Ave. § 8th St. S

Znd Ave. § 8th St. S

4th Ave. § 8th St. S

Chicago § 8th St. S (Hospital)

TOTAL

One Way
Total Trips
On Off On-Board
1,497 0 1,497
2,192 0 3,689
3,374 1,098 5,965
4,014 1,171 3,808
713 210 9,311
- 967 337 9,941
506 201 10,246
639 334 10,551
118 111 10,558
891 315 11,134
181 124 11,186
129 177 11,138
2,129 1,617 11,650
0 1,612 10,038
0 2,336 7,702
0 3,453 4,249
0 2,509 1,740
0 1,740 0
17,350 68,286

(Daily Assignment)

" Distance

0.39
0.62
1.40
0.717
0,82
0.34
0.55
0.50
0.34
0.24
0.20
0.30
1.10
0.15
0.14
0.13
0.30

7.30

Ends

Total Trip

2,994
3,484
8,944

10,370
1,846
2,608
1,414
1,946

458
2,412

620

612
7,492
3,224
4,672
6,906
5,018
3,480

69,400

2/13/81
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TWIN CITIES LIGHT RAIL TRANSIT FEASIBILITY STUDY

Proposed Northwest Corridor Alignment
(Peak Period Assignments)

Station

Bass Lake Rd. § Brooklyn Blvd.

55th Ave. § Brooklyn Blvd. (Brookdale)

50th Ave. § Drew

Lake Dr. § N. Broadway

France Ave. § N. Broadway
Lowry Ave. & N, Broadway

29th Ave. § N. Broadway

Penn Ave. § N. Broadway

Knox Ave. § N. Broadway
Broadway § Emerson Ave. N

16th Ave. § Emerson Ave. N
Plymouth Ave. § Emerson Ave. N
Lyndale Ave. § 7th Ave. N
llennepen Ave., & 8th St., S
Nicollet Ave, § 8th St., S

2nd Ave. § 8th St. S

4th Ave. § 8th St. S

Chicago § 8th St., S (Hospital)

TOTAL

A.M. Peak
_Inbound
On off

509 0

706 0
1,539 401
1,780 437

342 64
436 87
213 78
299 47
109 39
414 37
65 39
107 47
659 635
0 691
0 1,064
0 1,634
0 1,151
0 727
7,178

On-Board

509
1,215
2,353
3,696
3,974
4,323
4,458
4,710
4,780
5,157
5,183
5,243
5,267
4,576
3,512
1,878

727

0

A.M, Peak
Outbound
On  Off
0 231

0 333
124 141
124 212
35 14
71 45
18 37
106 23
14 28
106 31
23 21
35 18
141 388
135 0
138 0
148 0
141 0
163 0

1,522

On-Board

231
564
581
669
648
622
641
558
572
497
495
478
725
590
452
304
163

2/13/81
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TWIN CITIES LIGHT RAIL TRANSIT FEASIBILITY STUDY

Proposed Northwest Corridor Alignment
(Access Modal Split at Station)

A.M, Peak
Total Trip Ends Bus Bus
Station - Auto Bus Walk Auto Arrival  Departure  Walk
Bass Lake Rd. § Brooklyn Blvd, 1,220 1 gs54 720 136 296 230 77
55th Ave. § Brooklyn Blvd. (Brookdale) 2,884 699 802 681 103 62 193
50th Ave. § Drew 2,830 5,465 643 700 926 421 158
France Ave. & N. Broaiway - Trgsy AL 1,788 1,626 336 160 41
Lowry Ave. § N, Broadway 351 905 1,152 136 161 60 283
29th Ave. § N. Broadway 548 296 570 133 43 29 141
Penn Ave. § N, Broadway 1,235 366 345 300 70 20 85
Knox Ave. § N, Broadway 0 125 333 0 30 21 138
Broadway § Emerson Ave., N . 1,731 509 172 421 102 23 42
16th Ave. § Emerson Ave. N 0 0 620 0 0 0 148
Plymouth Ave. § Emerson Ave. N 124 74 414 42 15 9 141
Lyndale Ave. § 7th Ave. N 4,030 7 982 480 980 268 458 116
Hennepen Ave. § 8th St. S 8 ;2,314 910 0 177 415 234
Nicollet Ave. § 8th St. S - 0 2,963 1,709 0 189 573 440
hee: {8 S oo o 8o @ i
1 ve. o
Chicago § 8th St. S (ilospital) 0 1,740 1,740 0 116 639 135

2/13/81
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A
VEHICLE REQUIREMENT CATCULATIONS

Vehicle needs are based on having sufficient vehicles available to
meet peak period needs. Important components of vehicle calcula-
tion requirements are:

Peak headway
Hours of peak headway service
Trip time
. Peak hour passengers passing the maximum load point
Average peak hour passenger load

If a roundtrip takes 60 minutes and 120 minutes of peak period service
are required, an inbound train leaving the terminus at 7:00 AM would
be available for a second inbound trip at 8:00 AM. With S5 minute head-
ways 1l additional trains would be needed or a total of 12 trains
during the peak hour. The number of vehicles in each train would be
arrived at by taking the number of passengers passing the maximum load
point and dividing by 140 passengers (the desirable average peak hour
passenger load per vehicle).

For example:

. 12 trains needed for peak hour service
2,660 passengers _ ) .

- TL0/vebicle = 19 vehicles during peak hour

. 12 trains with a total of 19 wvehicles
Therefore there will be: T7=2 car trains and 5-1 car trains
during the peak hour

-37-




B
ANNUAT, VEHICLE MILE CALCULATIONS

Vehicle miles are calculated as follows for each corridor

Annual Vehicle Miles =

No. of Weekday Round Trips x Round Trip Mileage x 253 (No. of Weekdays)
Plus A

No. of Saturday Round Trips* x Round Trip Mileage x 53 (No. of Saturdays)
Plus

No. of Sundays and Holiday Round Trips*¥* x Round Trip Mileage x 60
(No. of Sundays and Holidays)

* 31% of Weekday Round Trips
#* 12.5% of Weekday Round Trips

-38-



C
ANNUAL PASSENGER CALCULATIONS

Annual passengers for both LRT and Non-LRT alternatives are calculated
as follows:

Annual Passengers =

No. of Daily Passengers x 29L4.5%

*¥Assumes 253 Weekdays at full daily passenger load
60 Saturdays at 50% of daily passenger load

53 Sundays and Holidays at 25% of daily passenger los

-39~




D

ANNUALIZED CAPITAL COST CALCULATIONS

Annualized capital costs were determined by assuming useful lives for each
category of capital expense and amortizing their cost over the life of the
item at an assumed interest rate of approximately 9 percent based on 1980

State of Minnesota bond issues.

Useful lives, by item, are as follows:

LRT
Useful
Life
Item (Years)
Track 40

Buildings and Facilities 20

Stops Lo

Traction Power Lo

Signals and Crossing 40
Protection

Perking lots Lo

Light Rail Vehicles 30

Electric Trolley Bus

Useful
Life

(Years)

Vehicles 25

H
P n

Way )

Buildings and Facilities 20

BUS

Item
Buses
Buildings and Facilities

Roadway

=L0-

Useful
Life

(Years)

12
20

Lo
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A
TASKS UNDERTAKEN IN ASSESSING LAND USE IMPACTS

Asgessment of prevailing community development attitudes, policies,
tendencies, and regional development guidelines.

1. Interviews with community officials

2. Comprehensive plans

3. Analysis of assessed valuation and mill rate data

4. Metropolitan Council development plan

Identification of existing patterns of land use and zoning.
1. Land use, survéy, and aerial maps

2. . Comprehensive plans

3. Windshield surveys

Review of land use impacts observed with LRT development in other
communities.

1. Literature acquisition

Identification, along proposed study alignments, -of available parcels
of vacant and redevelopable land.

1. Metro Council vacant land inventory
2. Follow=up with community planners

Development of criteria for evaluating land use impacts associated
with proposed LRT station nodes.

1. Based on community analysis, literature review, and
regional land use characteristics.

U~



H.

Assessment of generalized land development patterns based on
established criteria and categorized into three groups:

1. Likely development between now and 1990.
2. Development likely 1990-2000 independent of LRT decision
3. LRT induced development 1990-2000

Projection of development impacts at each station node assuming
non-LRT and LRT development scenarios, 1990-2000. Based on
prevailing development patterns and existing community land

use control standards.

1. Follow=-up and verification with individual community planners.

Determination of comstructiom cost impacts associated with LRT-
induced development at each station node, 1990-2000.

1. Application of rules of thumb
2. Current construction cost estimates

Aggregation of LRT-induced construction impacts for each affected
community and the full alignment, 1990-2000. Impacts assuming no
significant land use policy changes.

Projection of gross potential LRT-induced construction impacts for
the full alignment, 1990-2000, assuming maximum coordination and
supportive land use controls.

1. Multiplier based on Metropolitan Council projections of

sub-regional growth, 1990-2000.

wli3m




Date:
B

Light Rail Tramsit Study -Survey

Name Cicy

Address Phone

1. How important is light rail transit to your municipaliry?

Unimportant Somewhat Important Very Extremely
Important Important Important

2. Why is it to your municipality?

3. Where are the major gemnerators of traffic within your municipality?

Intersection ~ Company ' Location

4, What land use policies have been developed in the last five years which
would influernce intensification of land use around an LRT transit station?

=Lh-
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10.

Light Rail Transit Study Survey (cont.)

Where have zoning changes increased land use densities during the
lagt five years?

What downzoning has occurred in the last five years? What activities
are proposed to downzone?

Is there an apparent demand for new office and retail space apartments
in your municipality? If so, where is this demand?

What are the attitudes of your community/citizens toward additiomal
development? Designate neighborhoods unfavorable, indifferent,
favorable, or very favorable.

What are the attitudes of your local officials toward increased
development?

Who are the key imdividuals in your commnnity on LRT?

45—




13.

14,

16.

Light Rail Transit Study Survey (cont.)

What is the status of your comprehensive plan?

Is your zoning map current?

How well does your Planning Commission and City Council work with
developers? (uncooperative, cocperative) Define further:

0f the following, which tools for community development have been utilized?

Tax increment financing

Community Development Block Grant

Industrial Revenue Bonds

Other

On how many projects has the municipality worked joint agreements between
public and private agencies?

Give project name/developer.

What are some special characteristics of the community important to .con-
sider in the development of an LRT system?

-L6—



17.

18.

15.

20.

Light Rail Transit Study Survey (cont.)

Historical data.
Building permit data.

Comprehensive Plan.

Where are vacant developable areas of—land located?

Name/Title

Size

Classification

=47~
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C
Vacant Land Profile Data

No. 1

City Brooklvn Park

Idencificacion Citv Hall - Library complex area

Classification Buildable

Size 40 Acres

Ownership(s) City will be acquiring from a private firm. Additional Civie

Center space needs.

Valuaticn (estimate) $3,000 per acre

Major Access Zane Avenue/B85th and also a bikeway.

Major Intersection Zane Avenue/85th

Zoning Urban Reserve Current Land Use Vacapt/Cirv Hall/library

Proposed Land Use Civic Center

- Surrounding Development North Vacant

East Vacant

South Bank, fourplexes

West Vacant - low and moderate housing, shopping center

Topogravhy Flat

Grade Problems Nome

Parking Unlimited

Comments Maplebrook feeder system for bikes, pedestrians.

Barriers cto Utilization None

Utilities serving the Sice: Storm Sewer Size

Utilities planned fbr Sanitary Sewer Size
1990 - 2000 Gas _ X
Eleczricic X

Other Legal, Physical, Fimancizl, or Social Comnstraints Nome

_L8-



Corridor

1=

1973

1974

Assessor's Market Value Per Capita

RESIDENTTIAL DEVELOPHENT

1975

1976

1977

1978

1979

Market Value

Market Value

Market Value

Harket Value

Market Value

Market Value

Market Value

Per Capita Rank Per Capita Rank Per Capita Rank Pexr Caplta Rank Per Capita  Rank Per Capita Rauk Per Caplts  Rank
West/Southwest Minneapolis
Corrkdor .
Golden Valley $ 8,970 1 § 9,231 1 $10,173 1 $11,347 1 §11,4624 1 $13,365 1 $15,389 1
Hopkins 7,373 4 7,53 5 7,934 5 8,718 5 8,389 5 9,455 5 10,619 5
Hinnespolia’ 5,470 6 5,689 6 6,196 6 6,791 6 6,893 6 7,838 6 9,425 6
Minnetonka 8,208 2 8,362 2 9,204 2 10,043 3 9,995 3 12,009 3 14,228 3
Tlymouth 7,270 5 7,899 4 9,039 3 10,159 2 10,190 2 12,156 2 14,840 2
St. Louis Park 7,650 3 7,966 3 8,599 4 9,415 4 9,481 4 10,996 4 13,439 4
Corridor Total $ 6,113 1 $ 6,373 1 $ 6,976 1 $ 7,677 1 $ 7,769 1 $ 8,955 1 $10,744 1
Northwest Minneapolils
Corridor
Brooklyn Center $ 5,694 4 $ 5,840 5 § 6,481 5 $ 7,150 5 $ 7,233 5 § 8,292 5 $ 9,470 5
Brooklyn Park 5,374 6 5,843 4 6,629 4 7,377 4 7,566 4 9,007 4 10,746 3
Crystal 6,148 3 6,272 3 6,974 3 7,859 3 8,013 3 9,258 k] 10,729 4
Minneapolis 5,470 5 5,689 6 6,196 6 6,791 6 6,893 - 6 7,838 6 9,425 6
New llope 7,405 2 7,539 2 8,115 2 8,810 2 8,732 2 10,073 2 * 11,691 2
Robbinsdale 7,629 1 7,685 1 8,537 1 9,442 i 9,500 1 10,936 1 12,582 1
Corridor Total $ 5,657 2 $ 5,880 . 2 $ 6,640 2 $ 7,081 2 $ 7,183 2 $ 8,222 2 $ 9,79 2
Minneapolis/St.Paul 1
Corridor L
Minneapolis $ 5,470 1 $ 5,689 1 $ 6,196 1 $ 6,791 1 $ 6,893 i $ 7,838 1 $ 9,425 i
St.Paul 4,539 2 4,658 2 5,081 2 5,591 2 5,635 2 6,560 2 8,440 2
Corrldor Total $ 5,077 3 $ 5,253 3 $ 5,723 3 $ 6,283 3 $ 6,359 3 $ 7,297 3 $ 9,010 3
Northeast St.Paul
Corridor
Little Canada $ 5,586 1 $ 6,313 1 $ 6,279 1 $ 6,551 1 $ 6,859 i $ 7,714 1 $ 9,632 1
Maplewood 5,241 2 5,288 2 5,874 2 6,429 2 6,493 2 7,574 2 9,650 2
North St.Paul 4,391 4 4,503 4 5,051 3 5,606 3 5,715 3 5,855 3 8,833 k]
St.Paul 4,539 3 4,658 3 5,081 3 5,591 4 5,635 4 . 6,560 4 8,440 4
Vadnais lleights 3,302 5 3,408 5 3,793 5 4,315 5 4,651 5 5,618 5 7,800 5
Corridor Total $ 4,590 [ § 4,715 4 $ 5,153 4 $ 5,665 4 $ 5,722 4 $ 6,669 4 $ 8,596 4
7 County Metro $ 5,835 $ 6,091 $ 6,756 $ 7,43 $ 7,499 $ 8,712 $10,386

Sources: Minnesota Department of Revenue, Assessed Valuation Data, Midwest Research lnntltnt#.




Assessor's Market Value Per Capita (Cont,)

COMERCIAL DEVELOIMENT

1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1919
HMARKET VALUE RANK MARKET VALUE RANK MARKET VALUE RANK MARKET VALUE RANK MARKET VALUE RANK MARKET VALUE RANK MARKET VALUE RANK
PER CAPITA PER CAPITA PER CATITA PER CAPITA PER CAPITA PER CAPITA . PER CAFITA
West/Southwest Minneapolis
Corcidor
Golden Valley $ 2,908 i $ 2,967 1 $ 3,242 1 $3,373 1 $3,602 1 $ 4,267 1 $64,683 1
Hopklns 1,933 4 1,953 ) 2,036 4 2,047 5 2,119 6 2,321 3 2,528 5
Minneapolis 2,135 2 2,199 2 2,112 3 2,065 4 2,137 5 2,188 6 2,411 6
Minnetonka 870 6 1,111 6 1,498 6 2,019 6 2,387 4 2,663 4 2,801 4
Plymouth 1,466 5 1,519 5 1,954 5 2,268 2 2,464 3 2,689 3 3,621 2
st. Louls Park 2,042 3 2,082 3 2,205 2 2,262 3 2,700 2 3,012 2 3,545 3
Corridor Total $ 2,042 1 $2,111 1 $2,116 1 §2,146 1 §2,200 1 $2,418 1 $2,716 1
Northwest Minneapolis Corcidor
Brooklyn Center $1,337 2 $ 1,377 2 $1,551 2 §1,753 2 $1,908 2 $2,148 2 §2,410 2
Brooklyn Park 683 5 691 5 701 5 754 4 787 4 796 5 836 5
Crystal 519 6 538 6 552 6 596 6 685 6 702 6 776 6
Minneapolis 2,135 1 2,199 1 2,112 i 2,065 1 2,137 1 2,188 1 2,411 1
New llope 1,278 3 1,367 3 878 3 694 5 743 5 851 4 1,077 4
Robbinsdale 849 4 820 4 872 4 933 3 969 3 1,037 3 1,100 3
§
\On Corridor Total $1,83 2 $ 1,882 2 $ 1,806 2 $ 1,781 3 $1,850 3 $ 1,900 3 $2,101 3
) I S
HMinneapolis/St, Paul Corridor
Miuneapolis $ 2,135 1 $ 2,199 1 $2,112 1 § 2,065 1 $ 2,137 1 §$2,188 1 $ 2,411 1
St. Paul 1,286 2 1,332 2 1,370 2 1,413 2 1,543 2 1,667 2 1,885 2
Corridor Total $ 1,277 3 $ 1,832 3 $1,797 3 § 1,789 2 $ 1,885 2 $1,968 2 $ 2,189 2
Noxtheast St, Paul Corridox
Little Canada $ 1,603 1 § 1,380 1 $ 1,287 3 $ 1,607 2 $ 1,709 2 $1,926 2 $ 2,269 2
Maplewood 814 3 1,115 3 1,572 1 1,757 1 1,879 1 2,045 1 2,521 1
North St. Paul’ 516 5 517 5 590 5 648 5 675 5 719 5 818 5
st. Paul 1,286 2 1,332 2 1,370 2 1,413 3 1,543 3 1,667 3 1,885 3
Vadnals Helghts 781 4 778 4 861 4 989 4 993 4 1,064 4 1,407 4
Corridor Total $ 1,222 4 $ 1,280 4 $ 1,350 5 $ 1,412 4 $ 1,535 4 $ 1,661 4 $ 1,900 4
Seven—-County Metro $1,375 $ 1,430 $ 1,515 $ 1,569 $ 1,669 $1,773 $ 2,006

Sourceas: Minnesota Depsrtment of Revenue, Assessed Valuation Data, Mldwest Research Institute.
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Assessor's Market Value Per Capita (Cont,)

1974

COMRINED DEVELOPMENY

1973 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979
MARKET VALUE RANK MARKET VALUE RANK MARKET VALUE RANK MARKET VALUE RANK MARKET VALUE RANK MARKET VALUFE RANK MARKET VALUE RARK
PER CAPITA PER CAPITA PER CAPITA PER CAPITA PER CAPITA PER CAPITA PER CAPITA
West/Southwest Minneapolis
Corridor
Golden Valley $ 13,581 1 $ 13,932 1 $ 15,381 1 § 16,771 1 $ 16,983 1 § 19,364 1 $ 22,105 1
Hopkins 11,046 2 11,195 2 11,773 3 12,061 3 12,555 5 13,933 5 15,723 5
Hinneapolis 8,291 6 8,601 6 9,055 6 9,633 6 9,827 6 10,920 6 12,827 6
Minnetonka 9,222 5 9,631 5 11,017 5 12,463 5 12,926 4 15,390 3 18,413 3
Pilymouth 9,375 [} 10,189 4 11,831 °® 2 13,346 2 13,603 2 16,030 2 19,796 2
St. Louls Park 10,352 3 10,768 3 11,556 4 12,472 4 13,051 3 15,115 4 18,164 4
Corridor Total § 8,872 1 $ 9,233 1 $ 9,897 1 $ 10,668 1 $ 10,935 1 $ 12,162 1 $ 14,603 1
Northwest Minneapolis Corridor
Brooklyn Center $ 7,317 4 § 7,534 4 $ 8,420 4 $ 9,316 4 $ 9,617 4 $ 10,988 3 $ 12,534 4
Brooklyn Park 6,138 6 6,691 6 7,630 6 8,445 5 8,697 6 10,217 6 12,129 5
Crystal 6,878 5 7,030 5 7,786 5 8,378 6 9,017 3 10,310 5 11,909 6
Hioneapolis 8,291 2 8,601 2 9,055 3 9,633 3 9,827 3 10,920 4 12,827 3
New llope 8,922 1 9,163 1 9,965 1 10,780 1 10,847 1 12,561 i 14,921 1
Robbinsdale 8,279 3 8,507 3 9,410 2 10,375 2 10,475 2 11,973 2 13,682 2
Corrldor Total $ 8,046 2 § 8,346 2 $ 8,902 2 $ 9,556 2 $ 9,154 2 $ 10,943 2 $ 12,824 2
Minoneapolis/St, Paul Corrider
Minneapolis $ 8,291 1 $ 8,601 1 $ 9,055 1 $ 9,633 1 $ 9,827 1 $ 10,920 1 $ 12,827 1
St. Paul 6,522 2 6,704 2 7,250 2 7,793 2 7,961 2 9,058 2 11,276 2
Corridor Total $ 7,555 3 $ 7,798 3 $ 8,29 3 $ 8,854 3 $ 9,035 3 $10,133 3 $ 12,174 3
Northeast St. Paul Corridor
Little Canada $ 17,233 2 § 7,89 2 $ 7,747 2 $ 8,404 2 $ 8,851 2 $ 9,927 2 § 12,225 2
Maplewood 9,115 1 9,529 i 11,404 1 12,266 1 12,552 1 13,981 1 17,180 1
North St. Paul 5,087 4 5,200 4 5,845 4 6,470 4 6,620 4 7,814 4 9,867 4
St. Paul 6,522 3 6,704 3 7,250 3 7,793 3 7,961 3 9,058 3 11,276 3
Vadnais Heights 4,156 5 4,226 5 4,699 3 5,348 5 5,726 3 6,872 5 92,391 5
Corridor Total $ 6,656 4 $ 6,866 4 $ 7,516 4 $§ 8,097 4 $ 8,256 4 $ 9,416 4 $ 11,721 h
Seven-County Metro $ 7,806 §$ 8,143 $ 8,962 $ 9,721 $ 9,910 $ 11,306 $ 13,329

Sources:

Minnesota Department of Revenue, Assessed Valuation Data,

Midwest Research Institute.
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INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPHENT
1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979
MARKET VALUE RANK MARKET VALUE RANK MARKET VALUE RANMK MARKET VALUE RANK HARKET VALUE RANK HARKET VALUE RANK MARKET VALUE RANK
PER CAPITA PER CAPITA PER CAPITA . PER CAPITA PER CAPITA PER CAPLITA PER CAPITA
- West/Southwest Minneapolis
Corridor
Golden Valley $ 1,703 2 $1,734 1 $ 1,967 1 $ 2,051 1 § 1,957 2 $ 1,71 2 $ 2,032 2
Hlopkins 1,740 1 1,709 2 1,303 2 1,895 2 2,048 1 2,157 1 2,576 1
Minneapolis 686 3 713 5 747 5 777 5 797 5 894 s 991 6
Hinnetonka 144 6 158 6 316 6 400 6 544 6 718 6 1,304 4
Plymouth 639 5 771 3 837 3 919 3 949 3 1,186 3 1,335 3
St. Louls Park 660 4 721 4 753 4 795 4 869 4 1,107 4 1,180 5
Corridor Total $ 716 2 § 749 2 $ 805 2 § 845 2 $ 880 2 $ 988 2 $ 1,143 2
Northwest Minneapolis Coxridor »
Brooklyn Center $ 285 2 $§ 3w 2 $ 187 3 § 412 3 $ 426 3 § 548 3 $ 654 3
Brooklyn Park 81 5 156 5 300 4 313 4 351 4 414 4 547 4
Crystal 210 4 219 4 259 5 283 5 319 5 350 5 h05 5
Hiuneapolis 686 1 713 1 747 2 771 2 797 2 894 2 991 2
tew Hope 239 3 257 3 971 1 1,275 1 1,373 1 1,638 1 2,152 1
Robblnsdale 1 6 1 6 2 6 0 6 0 6 0 6 0 6
Corridor Total $ 558 4 $ S84 4 $ 656 4 $ 694 4 $ 721 4 $ 813 4 $ 926 4
Minneapolis/St. Paul Corxidor ‘
Minneapolis $ 686 2 $ 13 2 $ 147 2 § 2 $ 7197 1 $ 094 1 $ 99 1
St. Paul 697 1 714 1 799 1 789 1 784 2 831 2 951 2
Corridor Total $ 691 3 $ 13 3 $ 769 3 $ 182 3 $ 791 3 § 867 3 $ 974 3
Northeast St. Paul Corridor
Little Canada $§ 43 5 § 197 3 $ 180 4 $§ 246 3 §$ 283 3 $ 288 3 $ 324 3
Maplewood 3,060 1 3,126 1 3,959 1 4,080 1 4,180 1 4,353 1 5,010 1
North St. Paul 180 3 180 4 203 3 215 4 230 4 240 4 216 4
St. Paul 697 2 714 2 799 2 789 2 784 -2 831 2 951 2
Vadnais lleights 44 4 41 L) 45 5 45 5 82 5 180 5 184 5
Corridor Total $  B4S 1 $ 871 1 $ 1,013 1 $ 1,020 1 $ 1,029 1 $ 1,087 1 § 1,246 1
Seven-County Metro $ 595 $ 622 $§ o691 $ 718 § 742 $ 8 $ 9w

Assessor's Market Value Per Capita (Cont,)

Sources: Minnesota Department of Revenue, Asscaesed Valustion Data, Midwest Research Institute.
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Comparison of Municipal Mill Rates by Corridor (1967-1980)

° L]
1967
1980 1919 1976 1977 1976 1973 1976 1973 1972 w1 1310 1969 1968 .
13
Coxgidor . Hilirate BRenk{Millrete RankfMillzete Renk|Nillrate RenkjHillzete Rsndd Hillrate Rqakintilcate  Houk Hilirete Renk{Milirste Reok{KMiilrste Rankjtiillrete Rank]Hillrate RankiMillrate RenbiHillrate Ran

Hest/Southwest Hinnespolis
Cocridor . . 253.97 3
“Golden Volley - 108,880 2 1110.99) 2 [111.39 2 |108.12 3 f103.38 3 1109.18 4 bioz.e s (1.12 2 nsm 3 .89 6 ng.:; :~ ;::-:: : 5?2.?3 : 178,81 H
“Hophine 97.969 3 1103.863 3 |106.93 4 l10v.06 2 {10s.92 2 fi13.02 107.62 2 {102.01 3 [inaet § §336.04 3 :)|." I E 3 e HI Hop+ M
“Hinneapolia 111,887 4 [82s.362 1 [130.09 1 129.89 1 j126.00 1 {136.02 123,27 3 ju.e8 1 [139.20 i [Issu : ni Al B A P H EHE .
‘Hinnetonka 100.470 4 1103.839 & [109.47 3 j107.63 & 1104.93 & j1s.00 106.37 3 [101.67 3 §ras.ey 2 vy 1933 H Eiabsd 3 L1976y 1 |19343 2
“Plymouth 86.333 6 | 92.478 6 | 93.6% 6 | 93.49 6 | 90.49 6 | 9.0 64.10 6 | 0.9 6 j93.8 6 §297.97 6 1] 3 F E e R FH4404 H Hitapét 3
*St. Louls Perk 103.108 3 [104.196 -3 }103.42 3 hoe 3 | 39.02 3 [10:.23 104,10 4 {102.00 4 1309.17 s 3.0 5 {38, . . b -

Rug. 101.470 3 [107.43% 3 |109.63 3 lio8.3L 3 }10s.09 3 a2 $ [104.38 3 {101.90 3 |ns.ey 3 138,81 3 Ji51.88 2 [126.88 1 {299.96
Horthuest Hinaeopolls Corridor ! 49, 1
'Ixoo:lyn Center ° 96,467 3 (103.008 3 [107.40 T (108,94 3 [100.83 2 {116.01 2 [108.3¢ 3 J100.16 2 {0s5.38 3 [119.40 1 93’~:: : }32'2{ : ;:i::g ; :zu.:; ]
“Brooklyn Peck 99.750 6 § 97.69% 6 {105.30 4 103,88 2 fi03.49 3 }111.39 102.87 3 | 916 3 j296.13 3 4 116.‘ 1 pna N E F B :
“Cryatal ‘94,489 4 | 99,871 4 [102.29 6 | 99.83 6 | 91.02 6 |100.72 94.19 3 | 8d.s0 $ [271.61 $ 130.29 3 )!6.‘; 3 o 1 e s 1926 ‘
‘Hilnnespolie 111,007 1 [125.362 1 [130,09 3 [129.89 1 |12.00 1 [136.01 128.37 1 {111.08 3 |339.20 § {531 3 | 1. j01.90 H Bt HE Eregd s
‘New Hope 91.238 3 | 97.788 9 [102.32 $ {100.40 3 | 92.34 $ |100.00 92.81 6 | 83.08 ¢ l268.63 8 u 6 1:1.:: : 0.43 M H F 3
‘Robblasdale 98.8335 2 J108.274 2 [103.79 3 jr03.s2 4 1100.37 4 |103.96 98.510 4 | 81.50 4 [202.61 4 124306 3 ]34, : ) 2 ]267.49 3

Avg. - 97,100 & [104.833 4 )108.87 4 1107.39 4 f104.42 4 l111.68 4 {10232 4 | 9399 ¢ f293.93 & 343,26 2 262,99 B§326.08 2 [292.15
Hinnespoiie/Jt. Pavl Cozridor
“Hinnespolla 11807 2 123.362 2 {130.09 3 129.89 2 [124.00 2 {136.02 8 haw 2 [11l.0 z [139.20 [ U BIR TR 1 jme 1 [02,90 I ::;.]: i, iié'ﬁl ;
“$t, Paul 113,001 1 f129.778 1 |i31.03 1 [133.92 3 j128.72 1 148,54 4 2.9 § lgt.32 1 §329.49 2 8348.20 3 £304.8¢ 3 §284.30 1 =90 :

Aug. 123.449 1 [127,370 1 [130.36 1 131,91 1 [125.36 1 jis1.20 i 1 fi1.18 1 [334.33 2 [100.76 4 [)18.38 4 [293.60 & f266.14 4 [244.52 4
Worthesst St. Paul Cowxypidoer
"Little Canada 108.736 2 [118.698 3 {119.7% 3 11510 s f112.99 $ fie.02 3 1105.07 s | 91.07 s }100.¢8 s [130.06 5 {322.93 3 zor.s: : ;;;-:; : ::;~:: ;
‘Haplewvood 102.834 4 §114.4723 4 [120.30 2 j119.47 3 f119.61 3 1122.3% -3 Qms.ed 1 {107.16 3 {ra2.99 3 1366.70 3 §34s8.68 3 13313 H 1”.” H "'.“ H
‘Horth St. Pawl 99.683 3 112.333 3 [118.33 § [119.02 4 [116.36 4 [125.96 8 fits.se 1 hos.ol 4 [37.67 4 [366.97 2 [348.39 2 [331.00 9.9 O oA :
“$t. Peul 115.080 & [8129.978 3 131.0) 3 {133.92 1 f128.72 1 [146.58 1 {122.33 4 L 2 [329.49 3 {348.20 & {104.00 s 284,30 : w290 . 4 jue2e 3
“Vadaais Heighte 103.637 3 126,747 2 |113.e8 3 [132.08 2 135.10 2 |140.68 2 J13s.18 3 2.1 1 j432.19 1 Jar0.23 1 [a20.38 1 |3sz.10 .

Aug. 106,390 2 f120.407 2 [120.65 2 f123,91 & (120.00 2 1.4 2 fus.e 2 {10s.01 1 34160 1 36,39 1 {ns.03 3 frs.zs 3 f2e1.33 3 fa72.68 3

Sourcer Annual Survey, Citisans League of the Twia Cities f i
Hidvest Reseazch Institete




Community Land Use Profiles
F

1, WEST/SOUTNEST CORRIDOR

W=

Varlables

Golden Valley

flopkins

. [} J L XA
Populat lon Projections Employment Prujectipus Per Caplie Incowe ) 1980 Hil]l Raten | of Work-
% fng Pop- 1 bev-
Hunlclpality 1970 1980 1990 2000 1973 1980 1990 2000 1969 1977 Change Total Rank? | ulag foun eloped
1. Golden Valley] 24,246 24,000 23,500 23,000 22,400 27,000 30,000 32,000 | § 4,916 49,983 103.1 | 108.880 2 $1.0
2. lopklns 13,428 15,800 16,000 16,000 16,700 19,000 20,000 28,500 [ § 4,670 [§8,959 91.8 97.989 21 50.3
3. Hinneapolis [434,400 373,000 375,000 380,000 285,000 280,000 280,000 285,000 § § 3,485 [$6,569 88.3 | ii1.817 13 58.2 97
Community Development Residential Unite Overall hsacased Value of LRT
Programs Per Acre (Multi-Fam.) Vacancy Real & Personal Public
Rate Flenible Property - Endorse-
iR8 TIF chBG OTHER Low Hedlum Bigh {Apts.) % Zonlng 1980 (8 Millfions) weng Rotingh®  Reason
1. X K X f-4 - 5-12 134 0.8 (6.2) PUD $ 176.4 yes vE Trafffc from 2nd-ring suburbs alfecls streets
2 X X 12-64 84 2.7 (4.7) PUD 89.% no vi Bullt on trolley line; employment cemter
3. X X ) 4 0-15 { 15-50 St 3.4 (6.9) rup 1,672.4 no vi Only way to create 8 change
Land Use

Hinneapolis

Alternntive LRT
Allgument

Hone developed

Conslder the exlsting © & W RR & poseibliity
Clty owus abutting property

tlavatha corridor

Regional Retall
Center

Community - Golden Valley Shoppling Center

Community - lHlopklne Mall

Dountowns commevclal shopping nodes

Reglonal Employ-
ment Center

Ceneral Mills, Honeywell, Psko

Super Valu, flloneywell, Red Owl, Hapco,
SW Industrlial Park

Downtownj Univereity of Hinuweaotas

Rapld Growth:
Res. {Comm. {lnd.

Demand for offlice nzlc- in Theodore Wirth
Park area and possibly fn Valley Square

Some sdditlonsl ludustrial in Bouthwest Ind.
Park

Demand for Apsriments

3 Largest
Employers

Woneywell (3,515), Genexal Mills (3,000)
Pako (1,130)

Super Valu (1,000); Red 0wl (1,000); White
Hotor (800)

Scveral

Deve lopment
Attltwdes

Fevorable, retelulng quality etendards

fiold out for quallty consteuction

Genevally posltive

Community Planning
Commisalon/Clty Co

uncll

Cooperstive, flrm, but wiliing to deal -
alot of PUDs

Hold & middle ground

Offlcinle are cautfous, dependliung upon
nefghborhoods

Development
Agreements

One, plus potential for more In Valley Squarge
ares

2 - CBD Worth oaund 8.6, Industrisl District

Many - TiF, HRA, Hatfonal Developwent Councll

Vacent {Under-
Uttllzed Land

C and MW, ltighway 53

At Westbrook Way, north of Cedar Lake Road and
8.4, Ilndustrial Park '

Rollrosds, 194, mostly rcdevelopment

lous ing 1980 7,600 6,900 164,000
Projections 1990 8,400 7,100 171,500
{Nouscholds) 2000 6,500 7,100 £74 ,000

Upzoning

flave open zonlng category.

Ouly lhroﬁgh multl-famlly construction

East Bank, CBD

Downzoning

Some downzouning to take
Square (vetall to offlce

;lac- in Valley

Hothing substantial

Elllot Park, Calhoun, feles, The Hedges, ctc.

A ) (high) to 93 (

low)

% LRT Iwportance Ratings

ULl ~ unimportent; SI - somewhat importanty I ~ importanmt; VI - very important;

El ~ extremely important




_E;Q..

Cominunity Land Use Profiles (Cont,)

1, WEST/SUNTINEST CORRIDOR

1970 %
Fopulatlon Projections Employment Projectlons Per Capitd Lncume 1980 ML11 Rates | of Work-

1 lng Pop- T bev-
tuntcipality 1910 1989 1990 2000 1973 1980 1996 2000 1969 1977 | Chaupe | Total  Rank® | ulation eloped
4, Mlunctonka 35,776 41,800 462,700 45,500 9,000 13,000 20,000 22,500 $ 6,342 $8,303 9i.2 1006.471 at 51.9 12.8
3. Plymouth 18,077 | . 30,000 43,500 56,000 | 10,800 15,000 21,000 26,000 |$ 3,987 | $7,896 98.0 86.553 53 52.7 30t
6. St. Louis )

Park 48,883 46,000 42,800 42,000 | 30,600 31,500 32,000 33,000 |8 4,274 | 87,705 80.3 | to03.108 6 59.1 97.6
Community Development Residentlal Unite Overall Assessed Value of thr
Frograms Per Acre {(Multl-Fam.) Vscancy Real & Personal Publie
Rate Flexible ~ Property - Endorse-
IRB_ TEF' CDBG _ OTHER | low  Medlum _ Hilgh (Apts.) 1 | Zouning 1980 (§ Millfous) ment Ratink** &cason
4, X X X 1-4 5-11 12+ 1.5 (7.5)] Funp 259.3 no 1} low-denslty development
5. X ’ X 1-2 3-5 & Li-20 1.7 (4.5) PUD 217.9 no 1 No zcal preference for IRT over other mode
6-10
6. X X b4 5 $-11 18-50 1.8 (4.9) [bou/PUD 217.4 yes El 1394, revised lntorest fu SW disponal, trips to CBD
Land Use
Varlablcs Hinnetonha Plymouth 8t. Louls Park
Alternative LAT ) Several developed Sn 1974 plus atation
Altgoment Hone developed None developed slte slternatives
Reglonal Retall
Center Ridgedale, 7-ligh Shopping Center NHone ~ only small melghborhood centers Shelard Park, Kuollwoad, NHiracle Hile
Reglonal Fmploy~
ment Center Opus I1, Carlson Center, Carglill 494 nnd 55 industelsl offfice pach 100 & Ercelsfor, Shelord Park
Rapld Growth; Demand for offlce/retail space along Demand for offlcefwarehouse and Resldential & commerciel growths demand
Res./Conm. fInd. 12, 7 and 101 . banks ' for apariments nnd offlces
3 Largest Carglll (1,600); Data 100 (1,500); Liteon (1,400); Cerlson Companiea (B50)} lloneywell (2,000); Plckuwick luternational
Employers Opportunfty Workshop (440) Conttol Dats (J40); Prudentinl (2,000 this folt) (1,500); Hethodlst Hospltal (1,400)
Veve lopment Coemsunlty is unfavorable, lctUllly tepling to Dependa upon the developer, the profject Favorshle; guod success because of
Attltudes , organize ngninst development end land use zoning plan
Comnunity Planning Favorable; within limite of guldeplan and Cooperative vhen in keeping with plane
Conmigelon/Clty Council ogdinance ) and standarde | Locatfon of development fmpacts on attftule
Development 2 or ) ~ considering one for the
Agreements Carlson Center Nothing beyond LRBe 2 projecte, Miracle Mile, Oak Park Village
Vacant fUnder- Along Nighwey 12 and BR through Along 12 and 53 ~ 40-350% of Plymouth
Utilized Lend community fins soli/grade problems Aloug 12, 7 and Chicngo & WU
Housling 1980 12,100 19,800 . 17,900
Projections 1990 13,000 13,500 ‘ 18,600
(ttouseholds) 2000 16,100 19,000 . 18,700
Upzoning Along 12 In Cnrison Center Vernon & 12, Excelelor & 100
Dowmzonling 1 ~ and still in court SW qund of 9 & 494 ~ followed n propoual - Converslon only (ind. to Diversifled
Ind to SEB (Fun) Development Disirict)

* 1 fhfeh) tn 93 (foud

##% LRT Importance Ratings UI - unfmportant; SI - somewhat important; I - important; VI - very important; EI - extremely important
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Community Land Use Profiles Sl

II, MINMEAPOLIS/ST. PAUL CORRIDOR
1970 7,
Population Projections Employment Projectfons Per Caplta Income 1980 Mill Rates |of Work-
% ing Pop- % Dev-
Municlipality 1870 1980 1990 2000 1973 1980 1990 2000 1969 1977 Change Total Rank* julation eloped
1. Minneapolls 934,400 375,000 375,000 380,000 285,000 280,000 280,000 285,000f $3,485 | $6,569 89.5 111.817 13 58.2 97
2. S5t. Paul 309,866 277,000 270,000 275,000 185,000 185,000 185,000 185,000] $3,399 | $6,368 87.3 115.081 17 55.0 almost fully
L4
Community Development Residential Units Overall Assessed Value of LRT
Programs Per Acre (Multi-Fam.) Vacancy Real & Personal Public
Rate Flexible Property - ° Endorse-
1RB TLF CDBG OTHER | Low tedium fiigh (Apts.)% Zoalng 1980 (§ Millions) ment Rating**  Rcason
1. X X X X 0-15 { 15-50 51+ 3.4 (6.9) PUD 1,672.4 no VI Only way to create a change
2, X X X X 1-12 15-36 37+ 2.0 (4.4) PUD 1,929.8 no VI Potential to spur redevelopment
Land Use
Varlables Minneapolis St. Paul

Alternative LRT
Allgnment

Hiawatha corridor

Yee, downtown people mover and a preliminary LRT study

Reglonal Retail
Center

Downtown; commercial shopping nodes

Downtown, Midway, community shopping centers

Reglonal Employ-
ment Center

Downtownj University of Minnesota

Downtown, Midway, University of Minnesota, Capitol area

Rapild Growth:
Ree./Comm./Ind.

Demand for Apartments

Demand for apartments, offices, retail

3 Largest Employers

Several

Seyeral

Development
Attitudes

Mixed, very favorable in the CBD

Careful - excellent citizen participation process

Community Planning
Commisslon/City Council

Officials are cautious, depending upon neighborhoods

The neighborhoods have the responaibilicy

Development

Many - TIF, BRA, Natlonnlvnevelopmenl Council

Many, always try to leverage public dollars

Agreements

Vacant /Under- I~94; mostly redevelopment, railroads Some in University corridoreo mostly redevelopment
Utilized lLand N

Housing 1980 164,000 109,400

Projections 1990 171,500 112,000

(ltouseholds) 2000 174,000 114,000

Upzoning

East Bank, CBD

Lower Town,

The market has always underbuilt the permitted density

Downzoning

Elliot Park, Calhoun-Isles, The Wedge, etc.

Selby/Dale neighborhood

# 1 (high) te 92 (low)

%% LRT Importance Ratings

‘.

UI ~ unimportant; SI - somewhat important; I - important;

VI - very Important; EI - extremely important




Community Land Use Profiles

LII, NORTHEAST ST. PAUL CORRIDOR
. 1970 % -
Population Projections Employment Projections Per Capita Income 1980 Mill Rates | of Work-

% ing Pop- L Dev-
Municipalilty 1970 1980 1990 2000 1973 1980 1990 2000 1969 1977 Change Total Rank* {ulat fon cloped
1. Little Canada 3,481 8,000 11,000 13,200 1,200 2,000 3,500 5,000 $3,543 | $6,701 89.1 108.736 45 NA 0
2. Maplewood 25,223 28,000 34,000 38,500 12,500 17,000 20,000 23,000 $3,340 | $6,197 B85.5 102.814 31 5h.2 60
3. North St.Paul | 11,950 12,500 12,500 12,500 2,200 3,000 3,300 3,600 $3,033 | $5,828 92.2 99.683 36 NA 90

Community Development Residential Units Overall Assessed Value of LRT
Programs Per Acre (Multi-Fam.) Vacancy Real & Personal Public
Rate Flexible Property Endorse-
IRB TIF CDBG OTHER | Low Medium High (Apts.) % Zoulng 1980 ($ Milliona) ment Rat ing** Rcason
1. X 3-4 5-8 9-20 3.2 (5.3) PUD 31.7 no VI Cheaper to more people by rnll than by bua
2. X ) ¢ 1-4 1-14 up to 237 1.5 (5.9) PUD 173.7 no I Energy lssues
3. X X X 34 o 26 NA PUD 36.9 no Si Euergy lssues; existing corridors can be
| connected easily
Land Use
Variables Little Canada Maplewood North St.Paul
Alternative LRT None developed None None
Altgnment
Regional Retall No - between Rosedale and Maplewocod Mall Maplewood Mall None
Center

Reglonal Employ- St. Jude Medical Bullding I Target

ment Center

-

Rapld Growth:
Res./Comm./Ind.

Commercial growth; demand for office/warehouse
because of I35E and 694

Demand for apartments, offices

No - pretty well developed, but a real
dewand for office/warchouse

3 Largest

Utf{lized Land

St. Jude Medical Building 3M (10,750); Berg - Torseth (175); Target
Employers Powers (155)
Development Mixed, Lf a good development, they are No real interest by citizens Somewhat hesltant
Attitudes favorable
Conmunity Planning Mixed, moratorium on apnrtments; Pro-growth Favorable .
Commission/City Council Single Family - lst Priorlty
Development Noae None Noue
Agreements
Vacant/Under- Along 35E and 36 (residential)

Along 61 and mear Maplewood Mall

Avallable in CBD arca along railway;
owners won't sell

ltousing 1980 3,200 8,600 3,800
Projections 1990 4,600 12,000 4,100
(llouseholds) 2000 5,500 14,000 4,300

Upzoning

Cantabury Condominiums (PUD)

Land use plan, modified zoulng

Nolhing substantial

Downzonling

Centerville Road - Ind, to residential

Changed multiple to be in accordauce with
the land use plan

Nothing substantial

* 1 (high) to 92 (low)

A% LRT Importance Ratlngt

UL » unimportant] ST « sowewhat Jupogtanty I - impottanty El & éx&temely impoxtant
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Community Land Use Profiles

I1I, NORTHEAST ST,

PAUL CURRIDOR

Center

1970 %
Populatlion Projections Ewployment Projections Per Capita Incowe 1980 Mill Rates | of Work-
% ing Pop- % Dev-
Municipality 1970 1980 ‘1990 2000 1973 1980 1990 2000 1969 1977 Change Total Rank* | ulation eloped
4. St. Paul 309,866 277,000 270,000 275,000 185,000 185,000 185,000 185,000 $3,399 1$6,368 87.3 115.081 17 55.0 Almost fully
5. Vadnals lleights] 3,411 5,200 8,700 12,500 500 1,000 2,000 2,500 $3,066 195,703 86.0 105.637 24 57.0 35
Community Development Residential Units Overall Asgessed Value of LRT
Programs Per Acre (Multi-Fam.) Vacancy Real & Personal Public
Rate Flexible Property - Endorse-
[RB_ TIF CLBG OTHER Low  Medium High (Apte.)% Zoaing 1980 (§ Millions) ment Ratinph® Reason
4. X X X X 1-12 | 15-36 37+ 2.0(4.4) PUD 1,029.8 no Vi Potentlal to spur redevelopment
5 X 0-4 4-8 8+ 3.3(6.0) PUD 15.8 no VI Growth; proximity to St. Paul; development
of fndustrial area
Land Use
Variables St. Paul Vadnais lNciphts
Altemmative LRT Yes‘n downtown people mover and a preliminary LRT study None
Aligument
Regional Retall Downtown, Hidway, community shopping centers No

Reglonal Employ-
ment Center

Downtown, Midway, University of Minnesota, Capitol area

Hillow Lake Industrial Park arca, W,B. Fuller (3,000 proposed)

35E and 694 and T.H. 61 ~ plus others

Rapld Growth:
Res. /Comm. /Ind,

Demand for apartments, offices, retail

Demand for office/warehouse and multifomily

3 Largest Employers

Hany

Bucrkle Buick (102); Dynamlc Adr Inc., (65); New companics

Development
Attitudes

Somewhat careful - excellent citizen process

Favorable

Community Plauning
Commisslon/City Council

The nefghborhoods have the responsibility

Very cooperative

Development
Agreements

Many, always try to leverage public dollare

None

Vacaut /Under-

Utilized Land

Some in University corridor-~-mostly redevelopment

Only 35 percent developed, 8o much is available

flouslng 1980 109,400 1,650

Projections 1990 112,000 3,100

(Households) 2000 114,000 hl500

Upzoning Lower Townj market has always underbuilt allowed density Comp plan is changlugr~single family to multi-fomily
Dowuizoning Selby/Dale neighborhood Ind. to single family in Gwenhaven

#* 1 (high) to 92 (low)

#% LRT Importance Rating}

UI -~ unimportantj SI « somevhat importantj I - importantj VI « vety importantj EL v extremely importait
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Community Land Use Profiles (Cont.)

1V, _NORTIMEST MINNEAPOLIS CORKIDOR

o - o i‘)"l T

Population Projectlions Eaployment Pto]ec(lon. Per Caplte Income 17 1980 HIDL Hatees f%uquS: 2 bev-
Hunlcipalilty 1970 1980 1990 2000 1923 1980 1990 2000 1969 1977 Chauge Total Rank*® ulat fon cloped
1. Brooklyn Center | 35,123 | 34,008 | 33,500 33,500 9,800 | 13,000 15,000 16,000 | $ 3,255 | 96,830 88.3 96,487 | 32 53.4 90
2. Beooklyn Park  §26,230 | 38,650 | 50,000 58,000 4,100 8,000 13,000 16,000 | % 3,328 |%6,249 87.8 89.7640 | 41 55.4 50
3. Grystal 10,925 | 28,000 | 26,000 25,500 5,500 7,000 7,500 8,000 | $ 3,398 {96,511 91.6 96.489 | .46 56.4 9.3

[4 fty Develop t Resfdential Unite Ovevall Assessed Value of LRT
Programs Per Acre (Multi-Fam.) Vacancy Real & Persounal Public
Rate Flexible Property - Endorse~
IRB TIF CLBG OTHER Low Hedium High (Apts. )L Zoplng 4960 (8§ Mtildona) ment Rat ing*% Reason

i, K i-5 6-8 9-28+4 1.9 (6.2)] PuD i37.9 no vi Short on Transle; Relleve pressure
2. X X 1-3 4-13 14-18 3.0 (6.9)] pup 169.1 no El large number of express viderahips
3. x -5 7-16 up to 16] 1.4 (3.4)| PUD 97.0 no ) { Depends on terminale, etc.
Land lse

Varfablics

Brooklya Center

Brookliyn Pach

Crystal

on clty stgeels

Alternatlive LRT
" Allgament

None developed

None developed

8ite for a station once dewignated in

Reglonal Retall
Lenter

Brookdale

Ho

No (Bass Lake Road) -
community only

Reglonal Eaploy-
menl Center

Rapld Growth;
Hes. /Conen, find,

3 targest
Employers
bevelopment
Attitudes
Comnunity Planning
Commisslon/Clty Council

bDeveloping Earle Brown Farm Industrisl
Park

Northland Industzial Park

Ho

Demand for offfices & some fndustrial

Demand for offlces & offfce/warehouse

Some demand for offfce/uarehouse

Hedtronica (450); Arctic Metsl Products
{250); Dale Tlle Co. (150)

Raygo, Inc. (240)§ County Seat (100);
Thomas Englneeriang (80)

Target (275); Timesavers, Inc. (250);
Modern Tool, Inc, (125)

FPavorable

Growth oriented

Hot very coopevative or favorable

Cooperat ive

Somet imes too cooperative

Not very cooperative

[ Bevelopment
Agreement s

Hone

No one has asked

Hone

Vacant /Under-

Earle Brown Ferm Induatrial Park srea,

Almost 50% of land s yet to be

Along rallroads and near community

teilized land France & 100 developed shoppling center
flouaing 1980 11,000 13,900 9,000
Projectlone 1990 12,400 20,500 9,100
(Houscholds) 2000 12,800 23,200 9,200

tpzoning

Only adjusiments

Rezoning based upon the market

Hothing substantial

Dounzoning

0 (high) 1o 92 (low)

*5 LRT Importance Rating:
Source;

e - €2 to res.

Adjust eonlng to land use

-

Ui - unfwportant; $§ - somewhat fmportant; ¥ - {mportantj Vi - very fmpostant; Ef - extremely {mportant.

tidwest Rescarch lnstitiue

Valley Land Corp. PUD-290 Unfts to 348




Community Land Use Profiles (Cont.)

1V, HONTUNEST MINNEAPOLIS CORIBOR (CONT.)

T T D 970 2
Population Projections Employment Projectione Per Caplta Lncome 1980 HILE Rates | of Work-
3 fng Pop- 1 L bev-
Munlcipality 1370 ___1%so 1990 2000 1973 1980 1990 2000 1969 1977 Change fotal Rank* | wiat fon vloped
4. Minuwcapolls 436,600 375,000 375,000 380,000 285,000 280,000 280,000 285,0000 § 3,485 [$ 6,569 88.5 180.807 13 58.2 97
5. New Nope 23,180 23,000 21,500 21,000 5,200 7,000 8,000 g,000) 9 3,320 1% 6,313 | 90.2 91.238 | HA ag
6. Robblusdale 16,845 15,100 14,500 14,500 4,400 4,700 5,000 6,000] § 3,761 |% 7,160 90.4 98.835 23 (68) fully
[ ity Develop t Resldencial Unite Overall Avseseed Value of LRT
Programs Per Acre (Multi-Fem.) Vacancy Real & Peroonsl Public
Rate Flexible Property - Endorae-
11 TIE COBeG OTHER §.0u Hedium Nigh {Apte.)% Zonlng 1980 (9§ Hilllons) ment Ratlng?* Reason _
4. X % X 4 0-15 15-50 150+(145) § 3.4 (6.9) PUD 1,672.6 yes vi Ouly way to create a change
5. X x X X 4 6-10 f11-15¢20)) 3.1 (7.1) - 14,1 na vi Poor trensit system; large nunber of people In
: multiple-unit dwelllinge
6. LI ”“5” . AX X up to 9} up to 12§13+ (53) ] 1.0 (2.9) PUD 60.8 no 8k No flem poeltion; are amensble to Jooking at the uptfons
Land Use
Varlables Hinnespolls New llope Robbinedale

Altcernatbve LRT

Allgnment Hilawatha corridor Hone developed None developed
Reglonal Retadd
Center Downtown; community shopping centers No Robin Center & Warda
Reglonal Employ-
ment Center . ____{Dbowntown; Univerafty of Hinnesota An industrial park Hone e
Rapid Growth:
Res, fComn, find, Demand for apariments Only a few speces left Demand for apartments

Unlted Wardware Diatributing To. (275};
b Ben Franklin Warehouse (248);
_ Fwployers Several _Computer tetal Products (130)

3 largest
North Memorial Medical Center {1, 6880)

beve lopment
Attitudes Hixed, very favorable in the CBD Particularx Cautfous, conservative

Conmunity Planning

Comntsalon/Clty Counct) Cautlous, depending on neighborhoods Cooperative Siightly favorable
beve bopment
Agreements Hany Hone Yes (IRA)
Vacant fUnder- 194: mostly redevelopment, rallrosde
Uittized fand Along Soo Line RR Very little avallable
[ [RERE P
Housing 1980 164,000 ) 7,500 5,700
Projections 1990 171,500 7,900 _ 5,900
(ouseholda) 2000 174,000 8,000 6,000
tUpzoning Cedar Riverside Hone Commercial core srea changes

The Hedge, Callhioun, Isles, etc. Adjusted zonlng to development Peripheral sreas to CBB (Project &)

Downzoning

* 4 (high) to 92 (low)

OLNT fmportence Ratlng: UQ - unimportant; SI - somewhat lmportent; I - important; VI - Very fwportant; E{ - extremely (mportant.




WEST LRT STUDY ALIGNMENT:

STATION NODE LAND USE IMPACTS

(2) (5)
n Lake St. & 104/ 3) {4) Ridgedale br. (6) (1)
Lake St & Barry Ave Central 101 & T.4. 12 1494 & T.4. 12 & T.0. B2 Co. 77 & T.0. 12 Co. 18 & 1.0, 12

Cley Wayzata Wayzata Wayzata Minnetonka Hinnetonka Hinnetonka St L.P /G Vel ley]
Statfon arca major land use comm. fofc. comm. /res. comm. fofc. comm. fofc./ind. comm. /res. ofc./res. ofc./res.

LRT land use fmpact comm. fofc./res. m.d. rea. m.d. rea. service aervice h.d. ofc./res. ofc./ind,

LRT fnduced development ] N L M M 1 ]

Ma jor quadyaat NW NE SE NH/NE NW HY/NE SE
Bevelopable fand — [
Vacant land slize (range) M (1-5 acres) ¥ (11 acres) H (20+ acres) M (7 acres) M (5 acres) M (10 acres) (30 acies)
Easc of asscubly L 1] H] ] ] L i

Present zonlng allows change ] H H 1} H L} n

Zoning change potential H L (inst.-m.d.x.) M (l.d.r./m.d.r.) il (open space/ 1} M (l.d.vr.=to 1]

comn. /ufc.) k.d.r./ofc.)

Infrastructure M 1] M M L ] [}

Preparat fon cost ] ] H M L M ]

Altrvact lveness of Slte e
Activity node ] H H H [} i Ll

Access H M H 1] 1] H H

Parking potent tal L L L L] 1] i i

Compatible uses . " " H W A " 1} 1
Nedghborhood attltude M M M M M ] [}

New surrounding land develop. i M H ] ] ] M
Redevelopment potential H (1-5 acres) M (1-5 acres) B (25 acres) L {none) ) M (6 scres) M (40 acres) th (18 acres)
Redeve ] M M H 1} 1] L]

Local fand Use Policieg Wayzata Hinnetonka G.V. /5L, L.p.
Zonfng incentives PUD PURD Sce Table
Comunity development tools IRB, TIF, CDBG 1RB, TIF, CDBG

Poblic/private packaging limtired nothing beyond IRBs

Growth stage developlng developing

Otficlal growth attitude posltive favorable; within limita of gulde plan

Importance of LRT Somewhat Important Somewhat Important
*“Reglonal pollcy Impact ] M H ] M U] "

Potential Band use fmpact 8- 5-M 2-1 7-0 6-M 2-L 8- 6-M I-L 8-H 6-M I-L 9-4 4-H 2-L 10-00 4-M B-1. 13-08 2-M O-1.

Rat Lug /Comment 8 itigh High iHigh nigh High titgh itigh

The clty ls study-
ing 8 vedevelopment
area acvoss from
terminua In the CBD.
Hlowever, poor soll
and lmlted parking
space suggest terml-
nus be NW of CBD
between 12 & Wayzata

IBlvd.

Potential residen-
tial development of
institutlonal
retreat. Support
of shoppling center.
Posslble to continue
alignment along
Wayzata Blvd. to
avold narrow Lake
St. r-o-w.

Potential demand
to develop-8.F. to
multt-family south
on 101. Also poten
tlal to goute LRT
eo. along 101 to
BNR r-o-w to CBD.

Provislon of ser-
vice to the Carlson
Center commerclal
office, industrial
and resldentlal
complex compieted
by early 1990°s.
S.F. on SW/SE qua-
drancs.

Hetlande may pre-
clude further dev-
elopment, however
allowlng additional
parking.

Mixed Boil condi-
tiona, small busi-
nesses and single
famfly. Lond use
plun s for high
density ofc., res.
& some commercial.
Ad)jacent to MDC.
Prime PUD potentinl
for high denafty.

Single ownership of
large purcels could
facilitate early
development of induas-
grdally zoned land to
office tuklng advan-
tage Intersection &
surroundling office
land use.

*Not fncluded in total site rating

Legend:

l.d.r. = jow denslty restdential

m.d.r. = medium density residential
b.d.r. = high denslty resldential
t.d.c. = low density commercisl

Source: Midwest Research Inatftute
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WEST LRT STUDY ALIGNMENT: STATION NODE LAND USE IMPACTS

(Continued)
(12) {14)
(8) (9) (10) o) So. Tyrol Yrall & (13} Wayzat s Boudevird/
Winnetka & T.M. 12 foulglunn & X.0._12_ _ Colorado & T.W, 12  Versont & ¥.M. 82 T.M. 92 Penn Ave, & T.H. 02 Pasade Stadbum
Clty G. Valley/St. L.P. G. VYalley/St. L.P. G, Valley/Sc. 0..P. | G. Valley/St. 0..P. | €. Valley/iipln. Mpla. Mpln.
Statlon area major land use tes. /Jofc. comm, [res. comm. fren. o, Fes. ren. find. ind,
LRT land use Impact th.d. wes. ofc. be.ob e, ofc. aervice bod.r./m.d.w. atal fon
LRT lnduced development o L [} H L ] i.
Hajor quadrant NE/SW - W SE NE SE L W
Develupable Land e M e i
Vacant Innd size LT Wone) WO I-6 dcresl . (Hone) H (4 acren) . (None) B (10 neven) 5. (10 aceen)
Eane of aascmbly L M 5 []] H M 1]
Preaent zonfng allows change L L} M n L] ] [}
Zounlng change potentfial (1.d.x./h.d.x.) i W (m.d.r./b.d.c.) ft {comn. to nfc.) i W (rea.) i
Infrastructure i H L] o ] 1] B
Preparation coat L L] ] ] L] M ]
Attraciiveness of Site o B o _ e e Y e
Activity node - ] - # L] 1] 1] M .
Access 1] i i 1] i. M 5.
Parking potential [ ] 1 12 3 i 1]
Compnt ible unmes i ] L] i [ " "
Nelghborhood attitude H # [} L] it Y] 1
Hew surrounding land develop, M L] ] {13 5 5. I
Redevelopment potentind i {15 acren) b B (6-03 mcrer) I (8 acves) A 8 (10 ncres) [
Warket demand H e H WO, OIS | R [N USSR | SIS U 1
focal Land Use Policlea Galden Vﬂl';_{!] e e R N _S_t_.__‘l—_tgi_l "_!2_‘!_ e R, -__A,.,_",‘."."F"‘".'.' |." P,
Zoning Incent ives tup B bbb, FUv run, High zoning densielen
Commmity development tonls iIRB, TI¥F, COBC, Other iRB. TIF, choe AR, TIF, CORG, Other
Publlic/private packaging 1, potential In Valley tq. 2, Viracle Hile, Onk Pask Vig. Moy
Growth stage ’ Develaped - Beve foped Developed
0ffcial growth attfitude Favovable, Retalnlng Standords ____ . _tocitBon lwpactsg op atblewde . ... .. _.._Lautlouu, depends on nedphbioyhood
Importance of LRT Very Important I A B Extiemely Important e e o Vevy Impustang 0
iReglonal policy lmpact M T H i L L .
l_)yg?@!lupg_:ent l:l l:ﬂact -, 3-M, S-L 10-9, 5-8, 2-0, 0 20-81, -4, 3-8, 4 B2-0. 2-8._Rof_ . 00, A-M, 8-, F  6-M, 78, 2-0. TS| PO PO P
Rating/Commenta tHed Lun I, DR 1] 1) A Wb ) Wegh obew o Medlum R w0
Potentisl chonge Avca zoned (n- HWined unen o SE Patent fl crdeveld- Seevice provided 'otentfal to dov- Stntldon abte oud
of alngle famtly ves- dustelal with quadennt §n need of opmenl of commcrcial | 1o Jusutance com- | elop a portlon of an] porking. Projecied
identind to multifamily] cosmerclal waca redevelopment with wies (o NE quadrant | plex and sminple fnatlsutionnl afte Yonp-term wae of
ond ofc. wres on HE and some vacant potentlal for hiph to hiph deanfoy Famidy nelphhor- odjacent to dir:h rald g-o-w.
quadrunt. Some commer-{ fand ond wetlanda.| dennlty resdential olfice spnee. hood. Poud to low dennfty
clinl and ofc. on 8¥W Poteatinl for PUDR-{ wnd rome ofe. wmen. multiple family.
quadrant . mixed development .| .

*Not included In totnl alte tontling

legend: l.d.r. = tow dennlty residentind
a.d.v. = medium denalty residentinl
h.d.c. = high denslty realdentint
t.d.c. = jow denslty commercinl
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STATION NODE LAND USE IMPACTS

SOUTHWEST LRT STUDY ALIGNMENT:

m (2) (¢)] ) (5) (6) (0]

T.iM. 101 & CN&W 1494 & CN&W Plymouth Rd & CN&W 17¢h & CN&W 12th & CN&W 6th (Excel.) & CN&W Blake Rd & CHN&W
City Minnetonka Minnetonka Hinuetonka Hopkins Hopkins fopkins flopkins
Statlon area major land use 1.d.r. m.d. ofc/res. m.d.r. res./comn. res./inst. conun. res. /comm.
LRT land use impact residential station site only station site only comm. redevelopment residential res. redevelopment resldentfal
LRT Enduced development M H M M L M M
Major quadrant LE/SE NW NW/NE HW W NE NE
Developable Land
Vacant land size # (19 acres) M (2 acres) L (none) M (3 acres) L (none) M (.3 acres) M (3 acres)
Ease of assembly H H L L L M il
Present zonklng allows change H M M M M M M
Zonkng change potential M (l.d.r. to m.d.x.) M (i.d.c.) M (inst.-m.d.x.) M (redevelopment) M (athletic fleld) M (l.d.r.-h.d.r.) M (ind.-h.d.r.)
infrastructure L M M M i M
Preparation cost L [} M 1} M i 1]
Atiractivenens of Site R
Activity node M M M i L H 1]
Access M [ H M L ] M
Pavking potential il H M B L L L L
Compatible uses M M M H M u i
Netphborhood attitude M H M M M n i
New susrounding land develop. ] M M L L L M
Redeve fopment potential L (none) L (none) H (8 acres) M (2 acres) L {none) M (2.5 acres) M (3 acres)
Market demand it M M M L M M
Local Laund Use Policies Hinnetonka Hopklng
Zonlng Incentlves PURD (Residential) PUD
Comunity development tools IRB, TIF, CDBG IRB, TIF, CDBG
Public/private packagling Nothlng beyond IRBs 2 - CBD Horth & SW lndustrial district
Growth stage Developling Developed
Offlctal growth attitude Favorable; within limits of guide plan Positive, hold out for quality comstructfon
tmportance of LRT Somewhat Important Very Important
*Replonat pollcy fmpact M ] L M L 11} M
Overall potential tmpact 7-0 5-M 3-L 4-11 10-M 1-L 2-H 11-p 2-1 3-H 9-H 3-L 0-H 6-H 9-L S-1 8-M 2-L 5-11 9-H I-L
Rat ing/Comments Med Lum Medfum Medlum Hedium Low Medium Hedlum

Terminus in slngle
family nelghborhood,
wetlands, school.

Statlon site .4
mile from city hall,
1.d.r., light com
mercial and office/
warehouse uses.

Brenell achool to
become high densit
residential, nelghbor
hood commercial rede-
velopment potential,

S§.F. nelghborhood
4lth some commercial
and m.d.r. redevelop
sent, Station loca-
tion would be more
appropriate in Coun-
try Village Shopping
Ctr., acruves lwy. 7.

Adjacent to high
school athletic fleld
and single family;
potential parking,
circulation problem.

Good foot traffic
access from
present and poten-
tial high density
rvesidential devel-
ment.

Industrial site
(NE) has potential
for conversion to
high density resi-
dential. CommerciaV
industrial uses als«
very neax.

*Not iacluded in total slte rating

Legend:  b.d,
m.d.
h.
i

[-S-N-%
[T B

Source: Midwest Research

= low density reasldential

. = medium densfity residential
. = high density residential

. = low density commercial

Institute
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SOUTHWEST LRT STUDY ALIGNMENT:

STATION NODE LAND USE IMPACTS

(Continued)
(8) (9) (10) 1) (12) (1) (14) (15)
Loulsfana & CHN&W Woodale & CN&W Bass Lake & CHNLW  Lake St. & CHeW 281h St. & CNAW 2500 & CNEM 218t & CN&M _._Pavade & CNAW
Clity St. Louls Park St. Louls Park St. Louls Park tinncapolla Mlnacapolls Minneapolis Hinneapolis Hinneapolin
Statlion acea wajor land use ind./luet. ind./res. res. folc. rea./onlc. reR, fes. fCR. fad.
LRT land use Impact m.d. Industrial @.d. commercial m.d. reslidential | m.d. vealdentlial m.d. resldential m.d. resldentinl L-m.id. res. sintion/paiking
LRT induced development [] ] ] M ] 4] i ]
Mo jor quadrant W MW SW L] Ny 110
Developable Land
Vacant land size il (10 acres) W {7 acres) W {20¥ actca) WIF acres) TW {7 acren) BRI D L G T WY acreny
Fase of assembly Hi ] it ] 1] ] H L]
Present zoning allows change it L] i ] L] [} i L
Zonlng change potential ] M (ind. to comm./ | H (open space/ M (conam. find . - M (l.d.c./md.vr.) M(.dor./md.r.) H{(l.doe./md.v.) i
ofc.) m.d.r.) m.d.r.)
Infrastructure H ] M i M i M [
Preparation cost H H L ] M i ] [}
Attractiveness of Slte 1
Activity of node []] ] L] [} L - | T B
Access H n " u n 1 L 1.
Parking potential L L # [ 1B L [N L}
Compatible uses L L M ] L] M M 8
Netghborlicod attitude i ] it ] ] ] ] 1]
New surrounding land develop. L L M ] n L b [
Redevelopment potential H (10 acres) M (3 scres) # (10 acres) H (10 acrea) L (none) L (wone) H (2 acrea) L (pone)
Market demand L L 1] 1] [1] L L L
Local Land Use Pollcles St. Louls Park Hinncapolis o
Zonling incentives DOD, PUD PUp, zonlng densities
Communfily development toole IRB, TiF, CDRG IRB, TIF, CORG, other
Public/private packaging 2 - Miracle Mile, Oak Park Village many examples
Growth stege developed devejoped
Official prowth attitude location impacts on attitude cavtioug, depdniug on nelphbodhved .
Lwportance of LRY Extremely Important Very lImportant e
*Reglonal pollcy impact H H M ] M L i L
Potentfial land use impact 7-0 4-H 4-L 6-H 5-M 4-L 9-1 3-M 8-L 8-1 6-M 1-L 7-11 5-M 3-8, 3-8 3-2 8-L -1 B-M 6-L 6-10 §-M B-1.
Rat boug/Comments iiigh Medlvm ftigh flgh tedium l.ow Hedium __Medium
fotential for Industrial area Potentfal to developfland use plan Potentlnl for Marshy nrea will Potentinl for Stution slte and
longer range with some raflrond r-o-w If supgeats medlum § med, density detesrmine level and} redevelopment of Inege packiog arca.

redevelopment

Close to
hospital.

of site; perhaps
a change in use,

commercial. Small
scctfon of clty
land. Redevelop-
ment would
greatly improve
the area.

abandoned along Bans
Lake. Cosmercinl/
induatcrinl redevelop
ment potential alonp
ilwy. 7 is also
psosslible.

deanity reniden-
tint development
Lof atrip
bordering rafl-
road r-o-w.

*Not fncluded In total site rating

Legend: 1.d.r. = low density residential

m.d.vr. = medivm density restdential
h.d.r. = high density rcaldential
l.d.c. = low density commerclal

realdentlal
development of
atrip hordering
rallvond r-o-w.

extent of
regfdentinl
development
feaslible ncar
£-0~w,

older housfug to
low deasliy
multiple housiap.

Long term use of
rall v-o-w
projected.
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STATION NODE LAND USE IMPACTS

UNIVERSITY AVENUE LRT STUDY ALIGNEMNT:

1)
(1) 2) (§)) (4) () (6) Cloveland & (8)
Cedar Ave. & West Bank & Coffman Union & Oob St. & Maslcolm & Raymond St. & (At rak) & Fulyvicw &
Hashington Ave. Hashington Ave., Washington Ave.  Waslilngton Ave.  Unlvecsity Ave. Unlversity Ave. _  Wnlverafty Ave.  Unlversity Ave.
Cley Hianeapolis Hinneapollis Hinneapolie Minueapolia Minncapolia St. Paul St. Paul St. Foul
Statlfon Ares Major land Uses m.d.0.6c. m.~h.d.o. (U0 of H) |m.d.o./r.(U of M)] 1.6m.d.0./c.6r. w.d.o./at.-1.d.r. m.d.o.fc.fv. /b, m.d. 0 /c. m.d.o.c./b.d.r.
IRT Land Use Impact commercial service only service only comn. [raa. ree./coms. rea./comm. commercind corm. /aervice
LRT Induced Development . L L L L M L H u
Hajor Quadrant NW/NE NE/SE SH/SE NW/NE/SB NE/SW NE L13 NE
Developable Land JEUEUE DU SO,
Vacant Land Size L (.12 acres) 1T T Tione) L {none) M (2¢ actes) 1. (none) L (1.8 acvrea) L. (none) i (wone)
Ease of Assembly L M M M i H L b
Present Zonlng Allows Change ] M M L n 1 M L]
Zoning f.and Use Change Potential ] L L H (h.d.r.-m.d.o.) 1] M (n.d.l.-md.v.) i 0
Infrastructure H n [} [} 1] ] L] L
Preparation Cost ] M M ] ] u B "
Attractiveness of Site | I AU S,
Activity of Node H H it I n T Tw o T M M M
Access ] L M # H M ] L
Parking Potential ] L L H L L H L
Compat ible Uaes H H H " H # H "
Heighborhood Attfitude H ] 1] ] L H M M
Rew Surrounding Land Development ] M L ]} M L " H
Redevelopment Potential H (.12 acres) L L M (3.4 acren) M (2 acres) 1. (.6 acres) 5. (1.2 acres) H (1.8 ncren)
Market Demand 1] 1] L M L L L} —— .k -l
Locel Land Use Policies Minneapolds ok St. Pawd - - —
Zouing Incentives PUP, High zoning densitlies - PuD, Cluater development, hiph zoning densitics
C ity Develoy t Tools IRB, TIF, CDBG, Other iRB, TIF, CDBG, Other
Public/Private Packaging Many Honyj aluays tty to Jeverspe publlic dollars
Growth Stage Developed Devcloped
Official Growth Attitude Cautious, depends on the nelghborheod e . Somewhat cavefuly nelghborhoods have the 'ffjfffﬂ!ﬂ}!ﬁ!,, SR
Importonce of LRT Very Isportant o . Very dmportewt .
AReglonal Policy Impact [ [} [] [ H M H i
Oversal} Fotential lmpact 6-H 6-M 3-L 1-1 8-M 6-L 12-1 6-H 7-L 6-4 8-H -1 1 4-u 6-H 5-L -0 J-H 2-0 A4-0 B-M 3oL _6-0 5-d A-L
Rating/C 8 Hedium Low | Low Hedlum ol Hedium Hedium o Modfum _ f  Medlum
UDAG redevelop- Posslible cloes~ Very limited Some change from Hoderste chanpe Primnrlly rehab- Potential redev- Hinor tedevelop-
ment to take roomfoffice potentini for 8.F. to m. d from S.F. to m.d. tiitation to occur | elopment of ment of low

place in the
1980°'s. Hodezate
fn £311 to occur
in the 1990°s—-
office and commer-
clal uses.

# Not included in

Legend: L.d.r. = low density residential 1.
m.d.r. = gedium density restdentisl m.
h.d.v. = high density residential h.
l.d.c. = low density commercial 1.
m.d.c. = medium density commercial m.
h.d.c. = high denafty commercial h.
Source: Midwest Research Institute

exponsion on
the Hest Bank
of the U, of M.

office/clasaroom
expoansion on the
East Bank of the
U. of M.

reafdentinl, re-
development of
older induatrial
and commercial
facklifeien.

renfdentinl and

d. ofc. and

commercinl uscs.

total site xating

d.o. = low density office

d.o. = medium density office
d.0. = high density office

d.1. = lov density industrial
d.1. = medium denaity tndustrial
d.t. =

. = high density fndustrial

with posaible dev-
elopment of vacunt
fand NE of the
intersection.

underut i iized
commercind/
tnduntrial land.

to med. denslty
commercing.
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UNIVERSITY AVENUE LRT STUDY ALIGNMENT: STATION NODE LAND USE IMPACTS
{(Continued)

9 (10) [13)] (12) (13) {14) {13) {16) (17)

Snelling & Hamiine & Lexington Pkwy & Victorie 8t. & Dale St. & Western Ave. § Rice St. & Central Ave. & Columbus &

Univereity Ave. Univeraity Ave. University Ave. Unfverafty Ave. University Ave. University Ave. tinlversity Ave. Wabsshas St. Hubasha 5¢. )
clty 8t. Paul 8t. Paul St. Paul 8t. Paul 8t. Paul St. Paul St. Paul St. Paul St. Paul
Station Area Major Land Usee w.d.c.80./1.8 m.d.c.80./1.¢ 1.8m.d.c.fo./r. 1.d.c.6¢. 1.8m.4.c./o./x. }.8m.d.c./o.5. h.m.d.c./o./x. m.d.o. ®s.d.0.

w.d.r. h.d.r.

LRT Land Use Impact cowma. fofc./res. coms, Jofc. commercisl comserclal commercial commercial ofc/eervice service service
LRT Induced Development M H ] L ] L L L L
Hajor Quadrant RE/SB WW/RE 84 88 NU/NE SH SE none none
Developsble Land
Vacant lund Slze L {none) L (1.7 acres) L (none) L {none) L {none) L {none) L {none) L {none) L (none) ]
Euse of Assembly M L L L L L L L L
Present Zoning Allows Change # f L] # H ] M H M
Zoning Lund Use Change Potentiaml [} L] ] ] M M H L L
Infrustructure ] B 8 8 B® 1] H o #
Preparation Cost H 1] ] ] B 1] # ] M
Attractiveneas of Site
Activity of Node [] M H [] # ] M M H
Access ] H H ] M 8 L] M i
Purking Potentisl [} M [} 1 M L L L L
Compatible Uses :} " i ] H H ] ] M
Neighborhood Attitude R M ] ] ] M o M M
New Surrounding Land Development ] [} L i # L i L L
Redevelopment Potential # (15 acres) H (7.7 acres) M (3.3 scres) L (1.4 ecres) M (1.9 acres) L L L L
Market Demand [} i H L u L M L L
Local Lund Use Policies 8¢. Paul
Zoning Incentlives PUD, Cluster development, high soning densities
C fty Develop t Tools IRB, T1F, CDBG, Other ‘
Public/Private Puckaging Bany; aluways try to leverage public dollare
Growth Stage Developed
Official Growth Attitude 8 hat csreful§ neighborhoods have the responsibility
Importunce of LRT Very lmportsnt
AReglonul Policy lmpact [] [ ] M [} ] ' H M M
Overani] Potential lmpact 11-R 3-¥ 1-L 9-H 4-M 2-L 8-8 A-M 3-L 3-# 3-¥ J-L $-8 B8-M 2-L 3-8 5- 7-L 3-H 6-M 6-L 3-8 4-M 8-L -4 6-M 8-L
Rating/Cosmente Bigh High High Low Hedium Low Hedfum Low Lov

High activity Pert of the Bastecrly border Very moderate Hetghborhood Very moderate Redevelopment on No development|Ho opportunities

centery Midway Hidway major of Hidwey major gedevelopment of | level commercial redevelopment. Rice and Univ, to] or vedevelop- |avallsble. Part

wajor retail
cluster. Po-
tential m.d.
commerclal
redevelopment &
w.d.-h.d. resl-
dential redev-
elopment.

retail cluster.
Redevelopment of
commercial lend
along university.

retsil cluster.
Redevelopment of
underutilfsed
commercial lend.

coemercisl land
usee. Possible
chenge of 8.%.
to commerclel.

cluster. Bome
redevelopment of
commerciol land
use.

Some rehabili-
tation.

ofc/aservice. Ofc.
use ¥. of the
Cspitol. Under
review of the
CAAB.

went opportun-
fties availa-
ble. Part of
the Capltol
Area Architec-
tural Board
jurisdiction.

of the CAAB
planning/zoning
jurisdiction.
(See aleo NE
alignment.)

# Not included in total site rating

Legend:
m.d.v.
h.d.r.
1.d.c.
m.d.c. =
h.d.c. = high density

= high density

Sources

l.d.xr. = low density residentisl
= padium density residential

residential

=« low density commercial
medius density cosmercial

commercial

Midvest Research Institute

1.d.0. =
B.4d.0. =
h.d.o, =
1.4.4. =
m.d.i, =

low density office
medium density office
high density office

low density fodustrisl
mediun density industriel

h.d.i. = high density industriel
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NORTHEAST LRT STUDY ALIGNMEMNT:

STATION NODE

LAND USE IMPACTS

(1) (2) 3) (4) (3) (6) n
Co. Rd. D & Beam Ave. & BA&NG flazelwood & Cope & Frost & Larpenteur &
White Bear Ave. White Bear Ave Beam Avenue Co. Rd. C BN (T.H. 36) BN Raflroad BN Rallroad
Cley Maplewood I Maplewood Haplewood plevood Haplewood Haplewood Haplewood/St. Paul
Station Area Major Land Uses m.d.o./m.d.r. m.d.o./c. 1.d.0./¢c. 1ﬁd.r. m.d.c. w.d.c.fo./r. w.d.r.
I.RT Land Use Impact coms. [res. commercial commegclal residential commercial comm. [res. residential
LRT Induced Development ] : M M M L M L
Major Quadrant NE 8HW NH/BH SW (1] sW NE
Developable Land
Vacant land Size # (10.9 acres) M (2.8 acres) H (97 acres) M (7 acres) H (10 acres) B (20 acres) M (4 acres)
Easc of Assembly H i H H H [] 1}
Prescnt Zonlng Allows Change H ] [ H 1] ] ]
Zonlnp Land Use Change Potentinml ] " i ] " ] i
Infrastructure ] 1} ] L L M M
Preparation Cost ] 1] L M M ] i
Attractlivencss of Slte
Activity of Node []] [] M L 1] H L
Access M [] " M H it L
Parkiag Potential H ] [} L M i L
Compatlible Uses H [ 1] L M H L
Neldghborhiood Attitude ] H ] ] H H ]
New Surrounding Land Development i H # L M M [}
Redevelopment Potentfal L L L L L L L
Harket Demand M. H M L L H L
Local Lond Use Pollcles Maplewood St. Paul
Zonlng Tncentlves PUD PUD, Cluster development, high zoning densities
Communlty Development Tools Industrisl Revenue Notes IRB, TIF, CDBG, Other
Publlc/Private Packaging Linited Heny; always try to leverage public dollars
Growth Stape Developin Developed
Offlcial Growth Attitude Pro-growt Somewhat careful; neighborhoods have the responsibliity.
Importonce of LRT leportant Very lmportant
#Reglonal Pollcy Impact ] [} [ L ] L L
Overnlil Potential Impact 10-H 4-H 1-L 10-# 4-H 1-L 94l 3+M 2-L 3-H 5-M I-L S=M 6-M &-L I-4t 7-M 1-L 3-4 4-H 8-L
Rating/Comments High High High Low Hedium ligh Low
o Development of resi} Fotentlsl Bome fafrestruc~ B8.F. and T.H. A new intersec— Potentfal to Hoderate develop-
dﬂ"llﬂgli zoned lang development of ture in place development tion is to be develop a 20- ment of low to
southeasterly of service commer- near Maplewood wegterly of constructed st acre slte on SW med. density ves.
Hhite Bear Aye. clal uses along Hell. Very large Hazelwood. the R.R. cross— quadrant owned sbutting R.R. on

Difficule intexsec-

tion, stop preferreq

at Lydia Avye,

Beaw Ave. slread
having utilfities

siagle owner par-
cels of land

avellable,

ing providiang
scres from T.H.36
to Cope Ave.

by & railroad.

NE gquadrant.

# Not Included in total site rating

1.d.r.
m.d.¥.
h.d.r.
1.d.c.
s.d.c.
h.d.c.

Legend:

Source:

low density commercial
sedium denaity commercial
high density commercial

low density residential 1
medium density residential ™
high deneity residential h
1
]
f

Midwest Research Institute

B BE @ 8 8 B

low denasity office
medium density office
high density office

low density industrial
medium deneity industrial
. @ high density industrial
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NORTHEAST LRT STUDY ALIGNMENT:

STATION NODE LAND USE IMPACTS

(Contihued)
(12) 13

(8) (9 (10) (11) Payne & énizerslty & (14)

Arlington Maryland & Farl & Arcade & Collins Jackson St.{St.Paul Columbus &

BN Railroad BN Railroad East 7th BN Railroad (Tedesco) Ramsey Hospital) Cedar St.
Cley St. Paul St, Paul St. Paul St. Paul St. Paul St. Paul St. Paul
Statlon Area Major Land Uses l.d.r. w.d.c.fo./x. m.d.c/h.d.4. h.d.1. m.d.r. ofc/hosplial Capitol
LRT Land Use Impact none comm. [res. comnercial regidential residential service service
LRT Induced Development L H H L L L L
Major Quadrant SE SE SE SW/SE N SW/ SE
Developable Land
Vacant Land Size L H (5 acres) L L “TL (1% acres) H (3.7 acres) 1
Ease of Assembly . L H L L M H L
Present Zoning Allows Change L H H M H M L
Zonlng Land Use Change Potential L H R H H H L
Infrastructure M H H M M 1] M
Preparation Cost L H M M L M M
Attractiveness of Site
Activity of Node L H H " " M H
Access L H H L M M ]
Parking Potential L H L L L M L
Compatible Uses L H H H H H H
Neighborhood Attitude L H M M H M ]
New Surrounding Land Development L H L L M L L
Redevelopment Potential L M (5 acres) H (2.3 acres) L M L L
Market Demand L H L L M L L
Local Land Use Policies . St. Paul
Zoning Incentives PUD, Cluster Development, high zoning densltles
Community Development Tools IRB, TIF, CDBG, Other
Public/Private Packaging Many;always try to leverage public dollars
Growth Stage Developed
Official Growth Attitude Somewhat careful; neighborhoods have the responsibility
Importance of LRT Very Jmportant
*Regional policy Impact L M L H L H M
Overall Potential Impact O-H 1-M 14-L 12-H 3-M 0-1 5-H 5-M 5-L 1-H 6-M B-L 2-H 9-M 4-L 2-H 9-M 4-L -8 5-M 9-1
Rating/Comments Low High Hedium Low Hedium Medium Low

An undesfirable Phalen cemter Redevelopment Primarily ser- Development of Service to the Service to the

location for a
stop. Traffic
through this

§.F. district
would disrupt
the nelghborhood’
and could easfily
be deferred to
Maryland or
Larpenteur stops.

1e underdevelop-
ed. Additional
med. density
housing and
cosmercial deve-
lopment could
occur.

of emall commer-
cial businesses
on the edge of a
large employment
center.

vice provided
to major
industries.

residential land

on N4 quadrant.

hospital. Some

mdr and mdo develop-|
ment under jurisdic

tion of the CAAB.

Capltol complex.
Under the planning
zoning review of
the Capitol area
architectural
board. (See slso
Universfity align-
ment.)

e

* Not included in total site rating

Legend: 1l.d.gr, =
m.d.r, =
h.d.x. =
l.d.c. =
m.d.c. =
h.d.c. =
Source:

low density residential
medium density residential
high density residential
low denalty commercial
medium denaity commexcial
high density commercial

Midwest Research Institute
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low denaity office
medium density office
high density office

low density industrial
medium density induatrial
high density industrial
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NORTHWEST LRT STUDY ALIGNMENT:

STATION NODE LAND USE IMPACTS

(1) (2) ()} (4) {5) (6)
Bass lake Rd. § 55th Ave. & S0th Ave. & Lake Drive & France Ave. & Lowry Ave. &
Brooklyn Blvd, Brookliyn Blvd. Drew __W. Brondway H. Brondway W. Broadway
City Brooklyn Centet RBrooklyn Center Brookiyn Centet Robb insdnle Robbinsdale Robbinadale
Statfon Area Mujor Land Uses wmdc/i1dr rdc/ldr mdr, ¢, wdc/ldr Ly hospteal/ide, ¢
LRT Lund Use Impact residentinl R commercind residentind commercind reatdential commerciol
LRT Induced Development ] H i H H b
Hajor Quadrant NE NW NW/SE sW NE N
Developable Land } P N I I
Vacant bLand Slze H (7 scres) M (2.3 acres) i (11-15 acrea) 1. 1. (1.4 acren) L
Ense of Assembly H 1] ] : L H H
Present Zoning Allows Change [ M H [} ] H
Zoning Land Use Change Potentlal [} ] M " H H
Infrastructure ]} H L L] L H]
Preparation Coat H H L 1] L 1]
Attractiveness of Site N ~ .
Activity of Node M ] 4] M 1] H
Access 51 M L H 1, L
Parking Potentfial H L il I H L
Compatible Uses [ ] H n L M
Helghborhood Attitude H 1] ] H M ]
New Surrounding Land Development M M L i H i
Redevelopment Potential 8 (2.3 acres) M i (i8¢ acres) 1] M L (.5 acrea)
Market Demand M L M L i i
Local Land Use Policies Brooklyn Center Robbinsdale
Zoning Incentives PUD PUD
Communlty Development Tools CDBG IRR, TIF, €hBC, Other
Public/Private Packsging None to date Some through the HRA
Growth Stage Almost fully developed Fully developed
Officiul Growth Attitude Favorable Cautlous P _—
Importance of LRT Very Important e Somewhat Importamt
AReglonal Policy Impact 1] H 1] H M
Overall Potential lmpact 9-H - -L 2-1 11-H 2-L 411 7-H A-L 6-1 7-M 2-1 -0 8-M 6-L 2w I-Me-L
Rating/C ta High Hedfum Hedium Hedium Medlum Low
Vacant, commercial FPtoposcd changes of | Vacant and wnder~ [Commercial Reafdentint develop- | Redevelopment of
land proposed for |single family to utilized light redevelopment ment of marginal amall commercial

a major offfice
complex and change
of 8.F. residential
to service commer-—
cfeal.

gervice and retafl
development .

industrial Jand
on NW quadrant.
SE quadrant
potential for
fndustrial
redevelopment .

potentinl west
of West Brondway.

1and and uader-
utftized realdentind
property.

pasrceln adjaceunt
to the hospleal.

{7)
29 h Ave. &

M Broadway
Hinuenpol e
lde/1dr
realdent dal

[}]
SW/SE

Hinncoapod |

See next page.

_Very tmportamt
1.
4-11 9-M 60 ___

Lipht commercind
to modium deunlbiy
resfdential.

* Not fncluded in total site rating

Legend:
m.d.r.
h.d.r. =
1.d.c. =
m.d.c. =
h.d.c.

Source:

L.d.x. = lov density reeidential

= medium density residential
high density residential
lov density commercisl
medium density commercial
= high deasity commercisl

Hidwest Research Institute

= low density office

= medium density office

= high density office

= low density industrial

= medium density industrial
= high density industrial
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NORTHWEST LRT STUDY ALIGNMENT:

STATION NODE LAND USE IMPACTS

(Continued)

(8) (9 (10) (11) (12) (3

Penn Ave. & Knox Ave. § Broadway & 16th Ave. & Plymouth Ave. & Lyndale Ave. &

W. Broadway H. Broandway Emerson Ave. HNo. Emerson Ave. MNo. Fmegpon Ave. No. ~ Jth Streer
Clty Minneapolis Minnenpolis Hianeapolie Hinnenpolia Hinneapolis Ilunenpol ia
Statlon Area Major Land Uses 1dr/ldc 1dez/idc, tnnt. wde/mio 1dr ddr/mdi,c wd
LRT Land Use Impact residential ] L M M L
IR Induced Develfopment 11}
Major Quadrant SH/NW NE NW SE/SW W SE
Developuble Lund ) . e e e
Vacant land Slze L L L L H (6.4 acres) L.
Ense of Asaembly L L [N 13 u |3
Present Zonlng Allowa Change L M H i n 6
Zoning Lund Use Change Potential H H ;] n ]} i
Infrastructure " 1] L] 1" M Ll
Preparation Comt n H # u 1] ]
Attractivenens of Slte e
Activity of Node M M ] B L H H
Access [ Y] ] R L M
Parking Potentinl M M L L H H
Computible Uses H 1} - H H H
Helghborhood Attitude M ] ft L] H H
New Surrounding Lund Development M ] L o H L
Redevelopment Potential 1] i it i H "
Market Demand L M . _H 5 I N IO
Local Land Use Policles . HMinneopulis JOU
Zonlong Incentlives run, High zonlng densitien o
Communlty Development Tools IRB, TIF, CDBG, Other
Public/Private Packaging Hany
Growth Stoge Developed
Official Crowth Attitude Cautious, depends on the nelghborhood e —— P
Importance of LRT VYery Important _ ——-
*Reglonal Poticy Impact L H M L H M
Overall Potential Impact A-1 6-M 4-L 6 7-M 2-L 3-M 430 6-1, _6-1 &-H 5-1. 4-H 10-M 1-L b I-M G-y,
Rat ing/Commenta Hedium Hedfm Low . Medlum Hedlum . Medlwm

* Not {ncluded in

Redevelopment of
commevrcinl and §.F.
reaidential to
medlum density
residential.

Redevelopment of S.F.
realdentfal and

commercial to medium
denalty resfdeatind.

Limlted redevelopment

of the commercinl node.

l.imited development of
vacant aingle family
lota. Some
rehabilitatlon to
oceur.

pevelopment of vacant
industrial land.

Some redevelopment
of auto salvage land
uses to Induatrial
and scrvice usea.

total site rating

Legend: 1.d.r. = low density residential 1.d.o. =
m.d.r. = medium density residential n.d.o. =
h.d.x., = high density residential h.d.o. =
l.d.c. = low density commercial 1.d.4. =
m.d.c. = medium denalty commercial n.d.l. =
h.d.c. = high denaity commercial h.d.i. =
Source: Hidueat Research Institute

low density offlce

medium density office

high density office

low density industrinl

medium density induatrial
high density industrial
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