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ABSTRACT: This Final Environmental impact Statement (FE!S) documents The selection of the
preterred aiternative for the reconstruction of TH 55 and construction of the CSAH 62 exten=-
sion in Minneapolis. The preferred alternative is the reconstruction of the roadway to a
four-lane, divided at-grade arterial, with a light rail transit |line adjacent Tto the roadway
and extending north into the Minneapolis central business district and south to the
Minneapolis=St. Paul international Airport Terminai. The aiternative includes a

covered roadway facility through Minnehaha Park, grade-separated at Minnehaha Parkway.

The proposad action is intended to provide a major roadway in south Minneapolis to
allaviate longstanding and projected problems of congestion, accessibility and socio=
economic vitality., This FEIS provides technical information supplementing or revising

+he Oraft £1S/Alternatives Analysis, responds to comments on the Draft €15, and incor-
porates the final 4(f) Statement and Section 106 Case Report for the project.



ADDENDUM TO

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/4(f) EVALUATION

TH 55 (Hiawatha Avenue)
From 59th Street South to Franklin Avenue
S.P. 2724-87 (TH 55) and S.P. 2725-43 (TH 55)

CSAH 62 (Crosstown Highway)

From TH 55 to 46th Avenue South
S.P. 27-662-41 and Hennepin County
Project 8115

The following changes to the FEI1S/4(f) Evaluation should be noted:
PAGE 1-4
1.6 [IMPACT MITIGATION MEASURES, change the first "e" to read:

° Noise. To mitigate noise impacts associated with the pre-
ferred alternative, noise barriers approximately eight feet
high are proposed at four locations along the west side and
one l|ocation along the east side of TH 55. This will result
in a fotal of 4.75 miles of barriers at an approximate cost
of $2.2 million. Decisions as to whether to constreuct the
barriers will be based on input by affected residents along
TH 55 and on cost-effectiveness evaluations, Where abatement
is not feasible or wanted, a variance will be requested from
the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency. (See Section 4.1.)

PAGE 4-5
Change first paragraph to read:

A total of 4.75 miles of noise barriers at an approximate cost of
$2.2 million is proposed. Construction of these barriers will be
further evaluated in future design stages of the project.
Decisions to construct noise barriers will be based in part on
resident input and cost-effectiveness evaluations. The City
Council will recommend locations where noise barriers should be
built. Where abatement is not reasonable or not wanted, a
variance will be requested from the Minnesota Pollution Control
Agency.
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1.0 SUMMARY

1.1 PURPOSE AND FORMAT OF THE FEIS

This Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) has been prepared
according to paragraph 1503.4 of the Council on Environmental Quality regu-
lations and the 1977 Rules of the Minnesota Environmental Quality Board for
Jjoint Federal/State FE!S preparation. This alternate FEIS process is being
followed on the basis that:

e All reasonable alternatives were studied and discussed in the Draft
Ei1S/Alternatives Analysis (DEIS/AA) prepared for the project.

e DEIS/AA analyses adequately identified and quantified the environmen-
tal impacts of all reasonable alternatives.

The purposes of the FEIS are To:
® Document the selection of the preferred alternative.
e Provide technical information supplementing or revising the DEIS.

e List commitments to mitigation measures for the preferred
alternative.

® Respond tfo DEIS and public hearing comments.
® Provide a final 4(f) Statement,
@ Provide a final Section 106 Case Report,
The contents of this FEIS are presented in the following order.
e Preferred Alternative
e Supplemental Information
e Impact Mitigation Measures
e Responses to DEIS Comments
e Final Section 4(f) Evaluation
e Section 106 Involvement
e Appendices
The Final EIS consists of this document plus the Draft EIS.
1.2 PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

1.2.1 Proposed Action

The proposed action consists of roadway and transit service improvements in
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the TH 55 corridor in Minneapolis, Minnesota, located southeast of the
Minneapolis CBD. The proposed roadway improvement is the reconstruction of
TH 55 (Hiawatha Avenue) between Franklin Avenue and E, 59th Street (5.3
miles) to a four-iane divided at-grade roadway, and the reconstruction of
Hennepin CSAH 62 (Crosstown Highway) between 46Th Avenue South and TH 55
(0.4 miles) to a four-lane divided, access-controlled roadway. The
reconstruction of this segment of CSAH 62 has been delayed for many years
pending a decision regarding reconstruction of TH 55.

The proposed transit improvement is the upgrading of transit service in the
TH 55 corridor area, The affected area includes south Minneapolis between
Cedar Avenue and the Mississippi River, southwest St, Paul (Highland Park),
the Minneapolis-St, Paul International Airport, Bloomington east of Cedar
Avenue, and northern parts of Eagan, Mendota and Mendota Heights in Dakota
County.

1.2.2 Alternatives Considered

Five alternatives, including a no-build alternative, were analyzed in
detail in the DEIS. The proposed roadway improvement, described above, is
the same for the four build alternatives.

The four build alternatives differ in the type of transit improvement pro-
posed. Alternative 1 proposes construction of a high-occupancy vehicle
(HOV) roadway paraliel to TH 55 between 24th Street and 58th Street. The
HOV roadway would have atf-grade intersections at four major cross=-streets
beftween 32nd and 42nd Streets, but would otherwise be grade-separated from
cross traffic.

The tfransit improvement proposed under Alternative 2 is an HOV roadway
similar to Alternative 1, except that it would be grade-separated from all
cross traffic.

Alternative 3 proposes that construction of TH 55 include bus pull-outs,
transit passenger shelters and other transit-reiated street construction
designed to facilitate the flow of buses along TH 55.

Alternative 4 proposes that the corridor transit system be realigned to
focus on a light rail transit (LRT) line located adjacent to TH 55 and con-
necting the corridor to the Minneapolis CBD. Three south terminus alter-
natives were examined: +the GSA Building, the airport terminal, and the
Metropolitan Stadium area in Bloomington,

Alternative 5, the no-build alternative, assumed that TH 55 would remain as
is, and that transit service would be improved only to the extent necessary
to carry forecasted patronage.

Three subaiternatives associated with the proposed build alternatives were
studied, These involved the ftreatment of the roadway through Minnehaha
Park (under all build alternatives), the alignment of the LRT line at its
north terminus in the Minneapolis CBD (Aiternative 4), and the location of
The south terminus of the LRT line (Alternative 4),
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1.3 PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

The preferred alternative for TH 55 is Alternative 4, the four-lane divided
at-grade arterial roadway option with light rail transit (LRT). The LRT
line would terminate in the Minneapolis CBD at its north end, and the
Minneapolis~St. Paul international Airport terminal site at itfs south end.
A grade-separated "covered" roadway and transit facility would be
constructed through Minnehaha Park.

The basis for the selection of the preferred alternative is discussed in
Section 2, Preferred Alfternative,

1.4 FEDERAL AND STATE ENVIRONMENTAL, HISTORIC AND ARCHEOLOGICAL REQUIREMENTS

The proposed action compliies with all applicable federal and state require-
ments associated with environmental, historic and archeological features
within the project area, These requirements, discussed in more detail in
Sections 2.3.4, 3.0, 6.0 and 7.0 of this FEIS, include:

e Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act and Section
6(f) of the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act, protecting
park and recreation lands.

e Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, and Executive
Order 11593, protecting historic and archeological properties.

e FExecutive Order 11988, protecting floodplains.

e Endangered Species Act, protecting Threatened and Endangered Species,

e Executive Order 11990, protecting wetlands,

e Executive Order 79-19, protecting Critical Areas.

e 23 CFR 770, enforcing compliance with the State Air Quality
Impiementation Plan

1.5 SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION

This FEIS suppiements the DEIS analysis with technical information on the
following topics:

e Transportation

e Noise

e Air quality

e Economic effects
e Water quality

e Soils and geology



e Hazardous materials
e Minnehaha Creek floodplain
e Critical area corridor
o Commuter bicycle paths
1.6 IMPACT MITIGATION MEASURES

Several unavoidable adverse impacts are associated with the preferred
alternative for the Hiawatha Avenue Corridor. Means of mitigating these
impacts are detailed in Section 2.0 of this document, and are summarized
below: "

e Noise. To mitigate noise impacts associated with the preferred
alternative, noise barriers approximately eight feet high have been
identified at four locations aiong the west side and one location
.along the east side of TH 55, This will result in a total of 4.75
miles of barriers at an approximate cost of $2.2 million; 1.25
miles of noise barrier with an approximate cost of $0.6 million are
required to meet Federal noise abatement criteria. These barriers
are likely to be constructed. Less likely to be constructed are 3.5
miles of noise barriers (at a cost of $1.6 million) required to meet
State noise standards, Decisions as to whether to consturct the
barriers will be based on input by affected residents along TH 55
and on cost-effectiveness evaluations., Where abatement is not
feasible or wanted, a variance will be requested from the Minnesota
Polilution.Control Agency. (See Section 4.1.)

e Covered Roadway Air Quality. Traffic detection and control devices
will be incorporated in the design of the covered roadway segment of
TH 55 through Minnehaha Park, to assure maintenance of air quality
standards in the covered roadway during sustained periods of extreme
traffic slow-down. (See Section 4.2,)

e Water Quality. The storm drainage system for the TH 55 roadway will
include sedimentation sumps to control the amount of traffic-related
water pollutants reaching the Mississippi River. A spill control
plan will be developed during the design of the facility which will
allow containment of spills of hazardous material. (See Section 4.3.)

® Relocation. Prompt and equitable relocation payments and services
will be provided to the occupants of four residences along existing
TH 55 which will be taken for the reconstruction of TH 55. (See
Section 4.4,)

e Construction., Methods described in the Minnesota Department of
Transportation's "Standard Specifications for Highway Construction®

will be carried out to control erosion and sedimentation during pro-
JecT construction, Standard measures for ensuring pedestrian access
during construction will also be foliowed. (See Section 4.5.)
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1.7 PUBLIC HEARING AND DEIS COMMENTS

Comments on the DEIS were received during a location and design public
hearing/Draft EIS public information meeting and during an official comment
period following distribution of the DEIS. Section 5.0 of this FEIS inclu=~
des a summary of the proceedings of the public hearing, and responds to

letters of comment on the DEIS.






2.0  PREFERRED ALTERNATI|VE

2.1 DECIS1ON=-MAKING PROCESS

2.1.1 Background

The Hiawatha Avenue Location and Design Study, begun in 1978, is jointly
managed by the City of Minneapolis and the Minnesota Department of
Transportation. To involve affected communities in the decision-making
process, the City of Minneapolis created the Hiawatha Avenue Task Force
(HATF), charged with exploring possible alternatives for the Hiawatha
Avenue Corridor and recommending a preferred alternative to the City.

Early in the Hiawatha study, the Task Force and project staff |isted
possible roadway and fransit options for Hiawatha Avenue; combinations of
these resulted in a total of 120 alternatives. The process used to iden-
tify the preferred solution from this initial set of alternatives began
with a four-step scoping of the alternatives. Each of the steps, or
"screens," addressed specific alternatives which could be compared at a
particular level. As a result of the scoping process, five major alter-
natives were selected by May of 1980 for detailed analysis in the DEIS/AA.

2.1.2 Major Alternatives Considered

The five major alternatives and associated subalternatives considered in
the DEIS/AA are listed in Table 2-1. The table indicates that four fransit
service improvement alternatives and one roadway improvement alternative
were combined to result in four separate build alternatives. A fifth,
"no-build" alternative was also analyzed in the DEIS/AA.

Three subalternatives associated with the proposed build alternatives were
studied. These involved the ftreatment of the roadway through Minnehaha
Park {(under all build alfternatives), the alignment of LRT at its north ter-
minus in the Minneapolis CBD (Alternative 4), and the location of the south
terminus of the LRT line (Alternative 4).

2.1.3 HATF Recommendation

Based on the analyses documented in the DE!S/AA, supportive fechnical
reports compiled for the study, and concerns raised through the study's
public involvement process, the HATF recommended Alternative 4 as the pre-
ferred alternative for the Hiawatha Avenue Corridor to the Minneapolis City
Council in March of 1982. The HATF action included recommendation of a
grade-separated covered roadway subalternative through Minnehaha Park and
of the Metropolitan Stadium Site as the LRT south terminus subalternative.

2.1.4 DEIS Review and Public Hearing

in early 1983 the DEIS/AA was distributed for review and comment by
involved agencies. Comments on the DEIS by involved agencies and the
general public were received at the location and design public hearing,
held March 24, 1983, and throughout the DEIS/AA comment period, which

i
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ALTERNATIVE

TABLE 2-1

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED
[N THE DEIS/AA

1

Roadway: Four-lane at-grade roadway
Transit: High-occupancy vehicle roadway - at grade

Subalternatives ~ Minnehaha Park
la, Covered roadway, grade separated at Minnehaha Parkway
Ib. Covered roadway, at grade at Minnehaha Parkway

1c. Tunnel

Roadway: Four-lane at-grade roadway
Transit: High~-occupancy vehicle roadway - grade-separated

Subalternatives - Minnehaha Park
2a. Covered roadway, grade separated at Minnehaha Parkway
2b. Covered roadway, at grade at Minnehaha Parkway

2c. Tunnel

Roadway: Four-lane at-grade roadway
Transit: Improved bus service and facilities

Subalternatives - Minnehaha Park
3a. Covered roadway, grade separated at Minnehaha Parkway
3b. Covered roadway, at grade at Minnehaha Parkway

3c. Tunnel

Roadway: Four-lane at-grade roadway
Transit: Light rail transit system

Subalternatives - Minnehaha Park

4a, Covered roadway, grade separated at Minnehaha Parkway
4b. Covered roadway, at grade at Minnehaha Parkway

4c. Tunnel

Subalternatives - Minneapolis CBD

4d. LRT on one-way loop, Fifth and Sixth Streets
4e, IRT on tfransit mall, Sixth Street

Subalternatives - South terminus

4f., LRT South terminus at GSA Building

4g. LRT South ferminus at Airport Terminal

4h. LRT South terminus at Metropolitan Stadium site

Roadway: No improvement
Transit: No improvement

2-2



ended on April 14, 1983. Section 5.0 of this FEIS incliudes a summary of
the proceedings of the public hearing, and responds to letters of comments
on the DEIS.

2.1.5 City of Minneapolis Recommendation

On May 19, 1983 the City of Minneapolis transmitted its recommendation,
which supported the construction of Alternative 4 for the Hiawatha Avenue
Corridor, to the Commissioner of Transportation.

2.2, DECISION OF COMMISSIONER OF TRANSPORTATION

Based on evaluation of the alternatives analyzed in the DEIS and comments
of reviewing agencies and the public, and consideration of the recommen-
dations by the City of Minneapolis, the Commissioner of Transportation
selected the following as the preferred alternative for the Hiawatha Avenue
Corridor:

o Alternative 4 - Reconstruction of TH 55 as a four-lane, at-grade
arterial with light rail transit (LRT).

o Subalternative 4a (covered roadway grade-separated at Minnehaha
Parkway) through Minnehaha Park.

o North LRT terminus to be located in the Minneapolis CBD
(subalternative 4d or 4de).

o For the LRT south terminus, "subalternative 4g (Airport Terminal) is
preferred fo be used for conceptual design with subalternative 4h
(Metropolitan Stadium Site) warranting additional study."

2.3 CHARACTERISTICS OF PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

The roadway and transit improvements to be implemented and the cost asso-
ciated with the preferred alternative for the Hiawatha Avenue Corridor are
summarized below.

2.3.1 Roadway Improvement

TH 55 will be reconstructed as a four-lane, at-grade arterial between
Franklin Avenue and 59th Street in Minneapolis (Figure 2-1). CSAH 62, the
Crosstown Highway, wiil be reconstructed as a four-lane freeway between

46th Avenue South and TH 55, with an interchange with TH 55.

On TH 55, the two northbound and fwo southbound lanes will be separated by
a raised median., The northbound roadway will include a right-turn lane to
serve businesses along the east side of TH 55. Left- and right-turn lanes
will be constructed elsewhere where furns are permitted. The right-of-way
will include a linear open space buffer along the western edge of the
roadway. .
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TH 55 will be reconstructed on its present alignment between Franklin
Avenue and 52nd Street. I+ will turn east and follow CMStTP&P railroad
right-of-way to about 54th Street, where it will turn south and return to
the existing alignment., CSAH 62 will be reconstructed about 300 feet south
of its existing tTemporary alignment, as an extension of the permanent CSAH
62 alignment west of 46th Avenue South,

Three exceptions to The at-grade construction of TH 55 will occur. First,
an inferchange will be constructed with CSAH 62. Second, TH 55 will pass
under the CMSTP&P railroad at about 28th Street. Third, as it passes
through Minnehaha Park, TH 55 will be below grade -- as an earth covered
roadway approximately 650 feet long -- from about 46th Street to a point
justT north of Minnehaha Creek (Figure 2-2),

The posted speed limit on TH 55 is expected to be 40 mph.

2,3,2 Transit Improvement

The LRT component of the preferred alternative will provide line-haul tran-
sit service in the CBD and along TH 55, with 17 stops located about one-
half mile apart (Figure 2-3). LRT and an associated feeder-bus system wil|l
provide the major portion of corridor transit service.

The LRT line will consist of two parallel tracks. The catenary may be
mounted on either a center pole or on two side poles. The right-of-way
required between stops for the two fracks is about 30 feet wide.

The LRT line will have its north end in the Minneapolis CBD. The LRT will
pass through the CBD either on a one-way loop using Fifth and Sixth Streets
or on a transit mall along Sixth Street.

The LRT will exit from the CBD at a point along Fourth Street near the HHH
Metrodome, follow the CMStP&P Railroad to a point just north of Lake
Street, cut diagonally across the intersection of Hiawatha Avenue and Lake
Street (in tunnel), and then parallel Hiawatha Avenue on the west side,

The LRT will be located adjacent to Hiawatha Avenue and then adjacent to
Minnehaha Avenue (after those two streets join at about 52nd Street). The
LRT line will pass through Minnehaha Park in the earth-covered roadway
facility., The LRT will continue adjacent fto Minnehaha Avenue to a point

near the General Services Administration (GSA) Building, extend into the
adjacent National Guard property, then into a cut section and ftunnel ‘o
pass under the runways and taxiways to a terminus in a basement-level sta-
tion at the airport terminal building. Between the CBD and the airport,
the line is 8.5 miles in length, with approximately 0.8 miles below grade
in tunnel,

The Commissioner's decision calls for further analysis of the option of
extending the LRT line beyond the airport. |If the extension is imple-
mented, the LRT line would be extended in the tunnel, passing under runways
and taxiways, returning to the surface at 76th Street. This extension
would follow 76th Street, 34th Avenue and 80th Street to a terminus near
the Metropolitan Stadium site. The extension would be 2.95 miles long, of
which 0.36 miles would be in tunnel.

2-5



(e - ' C FIAWATHA AVENUE )

SUBALTERNATIVE a | end Design Stuay
COVERED ROADWAY-MINNEHAHA PARKWAY
GRADE SEPARATED @

\\/\/

/e




( FIGURE 2-3 ’ . . - . \
FIAWATHA AVENUE

NORTH & SOUTH TERMINUS _oceflion 2nd Desigr: Study
LRT SUBALTERNATIVES '

@ LRT STATION LOCATION 0 1/2 1 MILE NORT@

PEST

%

THRY BT [ s H ASRPORT TERMINAL
s O EX

EFREEN ~—

/

v

7

‘CHARTER_TE
REPUBLIC(AIRLINES /3

A N O T A
.\fm

e e

e~ THsT. /= /
U D4TH AVE A




2.3.3 Costs

Costs associated with the preferred alternative are summarized in Table 2-2
below.

TABLE 2-2

PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE - COST SUMMARY
(Thousands of 1981 dollars)

Annualized Annual Operation

| tem Capital Cost Capital Cost and Maintenance Cost
Roadway $ 39,850 $ 3,741 5§ -
Transit

CBD fo Airport 106,831 10,619 6,773

Airport to Bloomington 31,133 2,938 207
Subtotal-Transit $137,964 $ 13,557 $ 6,980
TOTAL $177,814 $ 17,298 $ 6,980

2.3.4 Federal and State Environmental, Historic .and Archeological
Requirements

2.3.4.1 Section 4(f) and 6(f) Lands

The project involves land which is covered under Section 4(f) of the
Department of Transportation Act and under Section 6(f) of the Land and
Water Conservation Act. The involvement arises in the south end of the
corridor, and concerns Minnehaha Park, A detailed discussion of this
involvement is included in Section 6.0 of this FEIS.

2.3.,4.2 Historic and Archeological Sites

The project affects historic properties and archeological sites protected
by Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as
amended, and Executive Order 11593, A detailed inventory of these sites
was presented in the DEIS. A Memorandum of Agreement assuring compliance
with Section 106 and Executive Order 11593 is included in Section 7.0 of
this FEIS,

2.3.4.3 Floodplains

The preferred alternative is in compliance with Executive Order 11988; the
overal | effect of implementation of the alternative is expected to be a
reduction in both water surface elevations and flood hazards in the
Minnehaha Creek floodplain. Further discussion of this topic appears in
Section 3.8 of this FEIS,
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2.3.4.4 Threatened or Endangered Species

The project is within the range of three species listed in the U.S. Fish

and Wildlife Redbook: the Bald Eagle, Higgin's Eye Pearly Mussel and the
American Peregrine Falcon.!/ The DEIS concluded that the nature of the pro-
posed project is such that no adverse impacts to threatened or endangered
wildlife species will occur; therefore the project is in compliance with

the Endangered Species Act of 1973,

2.3.4.5 Wetlands

There are no wetlands in the project area which would be impacted by the
project, therefore the action is in compliance with Executive Order 11990,

2.3.4.6 Critical Areas

The proposed action encroaches on the Mississippi River Critical Area near
Minnehaha Park. The project is in conformance with the plans and regula-
tions of the City of Minneapolis protecting the Mississippi River; the
Mississippi River has been designated as a Critical Area by the State of
Minnesota (Executive Order 79-19). Discussion of City of Minneapolis
Critical Area plans and regulations in terms of the TH 55 project is pre-
sented in Section 3.9 of this FEIS,

2.3.4,7 State Air Quality Implementation Plan

This project is in an air quality nonattainment area for which a State
Implementation Plan (SIP) containing transportation control measures is
required. The transportation planning process was reviewed by the Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA) on November 12, 1981, and the plan was deter-
mined to conform to the SIP which was (conditionally) approved by the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency on June 16, 1980, The Transportation
improvement Program (TiP) was determined to conform fo the SIP on December
22, 1982, This project was included in the plan and the TIP, both con-
forming to the SiP. Therefore, pursuant to 23 CFR 770, the project con-
forms to the SIP,

2.4  SELECTION CRITERIA

The criteria upon which the preferred alternative and subalternatives were
selected are summarized below. This summary is based upon: comments on
the DEIS by reviewing agencies and affected communities, citizens and
organizations; and the impacts and mitigation measures associated with each
alternative studied.

1/ U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Endangered Species Redbook, U.S. DOI
Fish and Wildlife Service, St. Paul, MN, 1979 (with updates).
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2.4.1

Build vs, No-Build Alternative

The build alternative is preferred over the no-builid alternative because

it:

2.4.2

Will serve the functions identified for a major arterial as defined
by the Transportation Policy Plan of the Twin Cities Metropolitan
Council's Metropolitan Development Guide.2/

s supported by the City of Minneapolis, the City of Bloomington,
Hennepin County, reviewing agencies, and local citizens and
businesses,

Is more consistent with the Comprehensive Plan for the City of
Minneapolis.

Alternative 4 vs, Other Build Alternatives

The four build aiternatives analyzed in the DEIS are each defined by a spe-
cific transit component., The light rail fransit (LRT) component associated
with Alternative 4 is preferred over the use of high-occupancy vehicle
lanes (Alternatives 1 and 2) or minor transit improvements (Alternative 3)
because it is:

More consistent with the policies and goals of the Metropolitan
Development Guide of the Metropolitan Council, particularly as

outiined in the Transportation Policy Plan and the Transit System
Plan (see DEIS Section 5.1.2.1),

More consistent with the Comprehensive Plan of the City of
Minneapolis (see DEIS Section 5.1.2.1). .

Most preferable in terms of environmental effects, particularly in
regard to the criteria set forth by the Environmental Protection
Agency and the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (see DEIS Section
5.1).

Most beneficial economically because of the land development and
emp loyment opportunities it will bring fto 'the project corridor (see
DEIS Section 5.1.6 and 5.1.7).

Less costly than Alternatives 1 and 2 in terms of annual operating
and maintenance expenses, although it requires the greatest initial
capital investment (see DEIS Section 3.6).

Preferable since it generates more tfransit ridership (see DEIS
Section 5.1.2.1).

2/ Metropolitan Council, Metropolitan Development Guide, 1983,




e Supported by the Cities of Bloomington and Minneapolis, and by the
affected community (see FEIS Section 5,2).

e Most energy efficient (see DEIS Section 5.1,11).

2.4,3 Subalternative "a" vs, Other Subalternatives through Minnehaha Park

Of three subalternatives considered for carrying TH 55 through the
Minnehaha Park area, two involved the use of a covered roadway, and one the
use of a cut-and-cover tunnel under Minnehahc Creek. Subalternative "a",
the 650-foot covered roadway subalternative, is preferred over the 470-foot
covered roadway (Subalternative "b'") and the tunnel (Subalternative "c"),
since it:

® Provides greater continuity between Minnehaha Park and Longfel low
Gardens than Subalternative "b'",

® Avoids congestion on Minnehaha Parkway that would result from
Subalternative "b",

® Avoids construction-related impacts on surface and groundwater that
could result from Subalternative "c",.

e |s far less costly than Subalternative "c",

2.4.4 Subalternatives "d" and "e" for LRT Distribution in the CBD

The Commissioner of Highways has indicated that either Subalternative "d"
or "e" is acceptable for the distribution of the LRT line at its north ter-
minus in the Minneapolis CBD. The more suitable subalternative will be
determined during the project design phase.

2.4.5 The LRT South Terminus

Of the three south terminus locations considered for the LRT line, the
Commissioner of Highways has selected the Minneapolis-St. Paul
International Airport site (Subalternative "g") for conceptual design,
noting that the Metropolitan Stadium site in Bloomington (Subalternative
"h") warrants further study.

Extension of the LRT south terminus beyond the General Services Administra-
tion Building (Subalternative "f") is preferred since it will provide a
direct, convenient fransit route between the airport and the Minneapolis

CBD.






3.0  SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION

3.1 TRANSPORTAT | ON

3.1.1 Conformance To Transportation Policy Plan

The conformance of the proposed TH 55 improvements with the Transportation
Policy Plan (TPP) of the Metropolitan Council has been well established
with additional information required in two areas. First, the design pro-
posed for TH 55 does not conform preciseily to the criteria for a major
arterial. Second, the DEIS did not discuss conformance with Policies 20,
21, and 22.%

3.1.1.1 Design As a Major Arterial

The conformance of the proposed TH 55 roadway to the criteria for a major
arterial is related to the number of intersections and other access points
allowed, the provision of access to minor traffic generators, and ability
to safely maintain speeds consistent with the functional classification (40
mph minimum).

The intent of the access proposed for TH 55 at construction was not to pro-
vide access at every intersection and every existing driveway. The intent
was to limit access to TH 55 to the extent possible within the limits
imposed by good access to adjacent neighborhoods and access to inplace
development.

At the present time on TH 55 between 24+th Street and CSAH 62, there are 48
street interesections. |If TH 55 is constructed as proposed, there would be
13 interesections where full turn movements would be allowed, and another 7
intersections where only right turns would be allowed. There would be,
therefore, an immediate reduction in the number of interesections of nearly
60 percent., As described in the DEIS (p. 3-15), it should be possible to
reduce the number of access points to TH 55 as redevelopment of the corri-
dor takes place. While those temporary access points are still in place
along TH 55 (all are located on the east side of TH 55), their effect on
through traffic on TH 55 will be mitigated by provision of an auxiliary
northbound lane which will allow the furns into and out of the development
and minor cross streets to be made more safely.,

The travel speed expected in TH 55 is about 40 mph., A time-space diagram
was prepared which demonstrates that two-way progression can be attained at
40 mph with the proposed signal spacing (band width of about 30 percent of
cycle length).

*¥ The Transportation Policy Plan was revised between the publication of
the DE!S and the preparation of comments by the Metropolitan Council.
The review of the DE!S and the response presented here refer o the
revised TPP.



Although TH 55 will not meet every criteria for major arterial classifica-
tion at the time it is opened to ftraffic, it would represent very substan-
tial progress toward meeting those criteria when compared fo existing
conditions, In addition, the City of Minneapol!is would continue to work
toward meeting all the criteria as opportunities to further limit access
arose,

3.1.1.2 Transit Service

Policies 20, 21 and 22, as numbered in the updated TPP, were not specifi-
cally addressed in the DEIS. The policies are:

Policy 20, Transit services should be provided that achieve the most
efficient, productive and effective use of public resources
and investments.

Policy 21, Transit for disabled persons should be provided by the most
cost-effective mix of services,

Policy 22, The public and private sectors are both important suppliers
of transit services; whichever can provide the most cost-
effective service should be encouraged to do so.

The transit improvements are proposed for a portion of the Metropolitan
area in which transit ridership is comparatively high. Service provided
here will therefore represent more efficient, productive and effective use
of public resources and investments than service provided in many other
parts of the metropolitan area.

In the Draft DEIS, Table 3-5 (p. 3-35) contains a comparison of transit
alternatives in terms of efficiency. |If capital cost is excluded,
Alternative 4 is most efficient with an operating surplus of more than 19
cents per passenger, while other alternatives would incur operating defi-
cits of about 5 cents per passenger. |f capital cost is included, all
alternatives incur deficits, ranging from 20 cents per passenger for the
no~build and upgrade existing system alternatives to 32 cents per passenger
for LRT, 34 cents per passenger for HOV roadway at-grade and 37 cents per
passenger for HOV roadway grade separated.

The transit alternatives proposed for the TH 55 Corridor are not designed
to provide service specificaily to disabled persons. Therefore, Policy 21
is not an issue,

Policy 22, which concerns the operator of transit services, is not
addressed at this point. The transit alternatives described in the EIS
could be operated by either the public or the private sector. |f portions
of the transit systems are operated by different agencies, issues of coor-
dination would need analysis at that time,



3.1.2 Use of Existing TH 55 Alignment

The proposed reconstruction of TH 55 wil) take place on existing right-of-
way between the north terminus of the project and 52nd Street. Between
52nd Street and CSAH 62, TH 55 will be located in railroad right-of-way and
land purchased in prior years by Mn/DOT for the planned roadway
construction. The alignment proposed in the DEIS, which lies to the east
of the existing TH 55 alignment (Minnehaha Avenue) between inplace residen-
tial development and Minnehaha Park, is shown in Figure 3-1,

Very early in the current study, consideration was given to reconstructing
TH 55 on its existing alignment between 52nd Street and CSAH 62, The ana-
lysis conducted at that time found that the adverse impacts of using that
alignment were very high. That analysis has been updated and is presented
here. The analysis presented here has been |imited to comparison of
alignment subalternatives of Alternative 4, because Alternative 4 has been
selected as the preferred alternative.

3.1.2.1 Alignment Alternatives - 52nd Street to CSAH 62

The right-of-way for the existing TH 55 alignment between 52nd Street and
CSAH 62 is 66 feet wide. The proposed cross-section of roadway and light
rail transit (LRT) requires right-of-way approximately 140 feet wide. In
the area where a frontage road is needed, the required right-of-way width
would be about 180 feet (Figure 3-2). |f the existing TH 55 alignment is
to be used, additional ROW will! be required.

Two alternatives were examined which used the existing TH 55 alignment.
Alternative A, shown in Figure 3-3, follows the existing alignment all the
way tTo CSAH 62. Additional right-of-way would be acquired at the west side
of the existing right-of-way. Alternative B, shown in Figure 3-4, follows
the present TH 55 alignment as far south as 54th Street and then turns to
the east to pass on the east side of the Veterans Administration Regional
Medical Education Center. Between 52nd and 54th Streets, right-of-way
would be acquired along the east side of Minnehaha Avenue. South of 54th
Street, additional right-of-way would be acquired from the Veterans
Administration Medical Center.

3.1.2.2 Comparison of Alternatives

The decision to select the easterly roadway alignment between 52nd Street
and CSAH 62 was based on the comparison of that alignment with the two
alternatives which follow the present TH 55 alignment further to the south.
An updated version of that comparison is shown in Table 3-1.

3.1.2.3 Findings of Comparison
The selection of the easterly alignment was based on the finding that
significantly higher impacts would occur if greater use of existing right-

of-way was attempted. The most significant differences between alignments
occur in the following subject areas:
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Displacement, It is estimated that the easterly (DEIS) alignment will
require displacement of four households, while the existing right-of-way
alignments will require displacement of 48 households (Alignment A) or 68
households (Alignment B).

in addition to residential displacement, Alignment A and Alignment B would
each require acquisition of seven commercial properties, For the most
part, these commercial properties are what appear to be locally oriented
businesses, |t is unlikely that these businesses could be relocated in the
neighborhood. Their displacement would represent a loss to the owners and
to the neighborhood. ‘

Accessibility. Implementation of Alignment A would leave homes and busi-
nesses on the east side of Minnehaha Avenue with access only to the fron=-

tage road., Trips to and from these homes and businesses will use
residential streets to drive to and from TH 55 via 54th Street,
Residential areas on the west side of TH 55 will have access to TH 55 at

e@ither 50th Street or 54th Street,

Implementation of Alignment B would place homes and businesses along the
west side of TH 55 on a frontage road with access to TH 55 at either 50th
Street or 54th Street. The homes that would remain on the east side would
have access to TH 55 only at 54th Street.

Neighborhood Cohesion. If either Alignment A or Alignment B is
implemented, the group of homes on the east side of TH 55 will become even
more isolated from the rest of their neighborhood than they presently are.
TH 55 currentiy makes the separation due to the traffic volumes. |If TH 55
is upgraded on the same alignment, the increased traffic volumes and the
increased roadway width would emphasize that separation.

Veterans Administration Medical Center. TH 55 now divides the VAMC into
two pieces, with most health care facilities west of Minnehaha Avenue

(TH 55) and the Regional Medical Education Center and some support func-
tions east of Minnehaha Avenue. Construction of the new hospital, now
underway, assumes the DEIS alignment, Further encroachment on VA property
(which would be required if Alignment A or Alignment B were implemented)
wou'!d have serious adverse impact on Medical Center operations.

Noise. Location of TH 55 on existing alignment (A or B) will place the
roadway close to significantly more noise sensitive land uses. Noise
barriers, if constructed, reduce the number of sites where violations would
occur to essentially the same number (2-4) for all alternatives.

3.1.3 Effect on Truck Routes

The impiementation of the proposed action will affect the existing system

of truck routes. At the present time, 34th Avenue South is a truck route

between Hiawatha Avenue and CSAH 62. The roadway improvement would close

34th Avenue at Hiawatha Avenue in order to minimize the number of at-grade
intersections,
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To maintain continuity in the ftruck route system, 46th Street between 34th
Avenue and Hiawatha Avenue should be designated as a fruck route. This
designation would allow continued access to Hiawatha Avenue via a short
(three~-sixteenths miie) segment of 46th Street., It also provides a direct
connection to an existing truck route, 46th Street east of Hiawatha Avenue,

S 3.1.4 Transit Patronage

Patronage forecasts are composed of base forecasts and an additional incre-
ment which considers the induced development expected fo occur under that
alternative, Table 3-2 gives expected patronage with and without induced
development,

TABLE 3-2

YEAR 2000 DAILY TRANSIT PATRONAGE

Alternative Without Induced With Induced
Development Deve lopment
1 &2 44,100 48,500
3 44,100 45,000
4 - GSA Terminus 50, 100 56,500
Airport Terminus 52,580 58,500
Bloomington Terminus 55, 150 61,500
5 44,100 N.A.

As described in Section 3.4 of this document, year 2000 population fore-
casts prepared for the corridor during this study are approximately 14,000
persons higher than Metropolitan Council forecasts. The patronage fore-
casts presented in Table 3-2 for all alternatives were made assuming the
lower (Metropolitan Council) base population forecast. The incremental
patronage forecasted for build alternatives considers only the incremental
increases in population and employment forecasted for each alternative.
This methodology is described in Technical Report No. 21, "Transit
Patronage Forecasts."

3.2 NOISE

3.2.1 Nonresidential Noise Impacts

The Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) has established.noise stan-
dards for different types of land use. The residential standards were
discussed in the DEIS. Numerous industrial and commercial establishments
also border the Hiawatha Avenue Corridor and will be impacted by traffic
noise. Table 3-3 shows the MPCA noise standards for nonresidential land
uses., In addition, the FHWA has established a noise abatement criteria of
Lig 75 dBA for developed property including commercial and industrial land
uses,



TABLE 3-3

MPCA NOISE STANDARDS (dBA)

General Land Use “Lio Lsg
Commercial 70 65
{ndustrial 80 75

Table 3-4 is an inventory of commercial and industrial land uses which are
and will be impacted by noise from Hiawatha Avenue. All of these
establishments lie on the east side of Hiawatha Avenue with about 20 feet
from the curb to the property line. The proposed roadway was located as
far east as possible to minimize impacts on the residential uses on the
west side of the corridor, Due to the proximity of these land uses to the
roadway, the state noise standards and federal abatement criteria are and
will be exceeded within the property lines of these establishments., The
L1o 70 dBA noise contour falls between 60 and 70 feet from the curb on the
east side of Hiawatha Avenue. In many cases only a parking area in front

of the building will be impacted. However, in some cases the building is
also close enough to the road to be impacted. The only identified outdoor
activities which will be impacted are truck loading and unloading opera-

tions. In particular, the grain mills have loading facilities immediately
adjacent to the roadway.

3.2.2 Minnehaha Park Noise

A more detailed analysis of noise impacts in Minnehaha Park, specifically
in the vicinity of Princess Station, has been completed. This analysis was
conducted to determine both the height of noise barriers required and park
noise levels with mitigation., Figure 6-7 shows a cross section at Princess
Station and illustrates the modeled site geometry. Two receiver sites were
analyzed; receiver A was located 25 feet from the curb line and receiver B
was located 50 feet from the curb line. Receiver A represents a point on
the proposed bike path which will parallel Hiawatha Avenue. Receiver B
represents a point on the Princess Station platform. Analysis methodolo-
gies were the same as those used in the DEIS.

The results of this analysis are shown in Table 3-5. An approximately 8,5-
foot high barrier is required to mitigate noise to below state standards.
With this level of mitigation, noise levels 25 feet from the curb line

of Hiawatha Avenue will be approximately 63 dBA during peak traffic hours.
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TABLE 3-4

COMMERCIAL AND INDUSTRIAL ESTABLISHMENTS IMPACTED BY NOISE

EsTablishménT Address Land Use Type
Gypsum George Building Materials 3105 Hiawatha Avenue Commercial
Acme Foundry Company 3161 Hiawatha Avenue Industrial
Donaldsons Warehouse 3245 Hiawatha Avenue Industrial
Moto Self Serve Gas 3301 Hiawatha Avenue Commercial
National Vitamin Products Company 3401 Hiawatha Avenue Industrial
ADM Flour Division Nokomis Mil! 3501 Hiawatha Avenue Industrial
Donaldsons Warehouse 3601 Hiawatha Avenue Industrial
ADM Flour Division Atkinson Mill 3745 Hiawatha Avenue industrial
Ralston-Purina Company 3815 Hiawatha Avenue Industrial
Bellis Paper Company 4001 Hiawatha Avenue Industrial
Central Container Corporation 4041 Hiawatha Avenue Industrial
Inland Truck Parts Company 4135 Hiawatha Avenue Commercial
Reddy Rents 4155 Hiawatha Avenue Commercial
Cronstroms Manufacturing Inc. 4225 Hiawatha Avenue Industrial
Charlie's Drive=In 4245 Hiawatha Avenue Commercial
The Judy Company 4325 Hiawatha Avenue Industrial
Olson Equipment Corporation 4411 Hiawatha Avenue industrial
Bev-Serv lInc. 4439 Hiawatha Avenue Industrial
Double "AY En%erprises, Inc. 4443 Hiawatha Avenue industrial
Flair Fountains by Milsco 4501 Hiawatha Avenue Industrial
Litho Supply Depot 4525 Hiawatha Avenue Commercial
Country Club Market 4547 Hiawatha Avenue Commercial
Hiawatha Tire and Automotive 4601 Hiawatha Avenue Commercial



TABLE 3-5

PRINCESS STATION NOISE LEVELS (dBA)
WITH AND WITHOUT ABATEMENT

Receiver A Receiver B
Lio Ls0 L1o L50
No Abatement 71.5 63.1 69,1 61.6
8,.,5-Foot Barrier 63,0 54,4 62,7 54 .4
State Standard 65.0 60.0 65.0 60.0
Federal Abatement
Criterla 70.0 NA ’ 70.0 NA

NA: Not Applicabie

3.3 AIR QUALITY

3.3.1 Background CO Concentrations

The derivation of background CO concentrations and details of the CO moni-
toring program are documented in Technical Report 15, Alr Quality Analyslis
(BRW, inc., November, 1981), CO monitoring was conducted at three sites In
the corridor during the entire month of November, 1979, The three moni-
toring sites were located at:

e Northwestern Bell building - 33rd Street East and 24th Avenue
South

e Native American iIndian Center - 15th Avenue South and Franklin
Avenue

e Veterans Administration Hospital - Minnehaha Avenue and CSAH 62

Background CO concentrations were derived from this monitoring data using
procedures gliven in Guidelines for Air Quality Maintenance Planning and

Analysis, Volume 9 (Revised): Evaluating Indirect Sources (EPA -

450/4-78-001, September, 1978), This procedure requires corrections for

wind speed and atomospheric mixing height and considers concentrations

monitored during peak traffic perfods. The derivation of one-hour and eight-hour
background CO concentrations used in the Hiawatha Avenue DEIS is shown In

Tables 3-6 and 3-7.




TABLE 3-6

CALCULATION OF ONE-HOUR BACKGROUND CO

Noffhwesfern Native American Veterans
Units Bel | Center Administration
Maximuml/ }=Hour
Concentration PPM 3.50 4,10 2.40
Wind Speed Meters 1.25 1.03 1.43
Per Second
Concentration
Normalized to
1 M/Second Wind PPM 4.4 4.2 3.4
Holzworth Adjustment - 1.128 1.128 1.128
1979 Worst Case
1=Hour Background PPM 4.9 4.7 3.9

1/ For one-hour period ending at 4:00, 5:00, or 6:00 PM.

SOURCE: Hiawatha Avenue Air Quality Technical Report, BRW,

TABLE 3-7

CALCULATION OF EIGHT-HOUR BACKGROUND CO

Inc., June,

1981,

Northwestern Native American Veterans
Units Bel | Center Administration
Maximuml/ 8-~-Hour
Concentration PPM 2.83 2.69 1.54
Wind Speed Meters 1.16 1.16 1.67
Per Second
Concentration
Normalized to .
1 M/Second Wind PPM 3.3 3.1 2.6
Holzworth Adjustment - 1.128 1.128 1.128
1979 wWorst Case
8-Hour Background PPM 3.7 3.5 2.9

1/ For eight-hour period ending 7:00 PM.

SOURCE: Hiawatha Avenue Air Quality Technical Report, BRW,

inc., June, 1981,



3.3.2 Covered Roadway

The selected alternative includes a covered roadway section approximately
650 feet in length through Minnehaha Park., Additional analyses of carbon
monoxide (CO) concentrations both within the covered roadway and just out-
side the portals have been completed., Predicted CO concentrations within
the covered roadway can be compared to the National Ambient Air Quality
Standard of 125 PPM for one~hour within funnels, OQutside the covered road-
way, the National Ambient Air Quality Standards of 35 PPM one-hour average
and 9 PPM eight-hour average and the State Standards of 30 PPM one-hour
average and 9 PPM eight-hour average apply.

The computer program TUNVEN has been used to predict CO concentrations
which will occur in the covered roadway at various operating speeds and
traffic flow conditions. This analysis utilized peak hour fraffic volumes
as reported in the DEIS. CO concentrations were predicted for 1990 and
2000 using MOBILE 2 emission rates., The CALINE 3 mode! was used to predict
CO concentrations entering the covered section., Background CO con-
centrations reported in the DEIS were added to the modeled results to
obtain total CO concentrations in the tunnel. Receptor sites were located
just inside downstream portai of each of the two tubes, as shown on Figure
3-5, This produces worstT-case predictions since CO tends fo increase
between the upstream and downstream ends of the funnel. Table 3-8 shows
the predicted covered roadway CO concentrations,

The results of this analysis show that with speeds down to 10 MPH ven-
tilation induced by vehicle movement is sufficient to keep CO con-
centrations well below the 125 PPM maximum. However, if vehicles are
stopped in the covered roadway or moving at 5 MPH for a full hour, CO
concentrations greater than 125 PPM are predicted, Thus, under normal
operating conditions, no mitigation for air quality within the covered
roadway is required. However, measures must be taken to assure that traf-
fic is not stopped or moving at 5 MPH or less for a full hour.

It should be noted that traffic flow at or below 5 MPH is very unstable.

|f the average speed is 5 MPH, actual vehicle speeds may vary from stopped
to 20 MPH. The TUNVEN model utilizes the 5 MPH average speed to calculate
ventilation due to the piston effect of vehicles moving through the covered
roadway. With a 5 MPH speed, air flow in the covered roadway was nearly
stalled, resutting in the high concentrations predicted. in actuality,
varying vehicle speeds would induce more ventilation and lower CO con-
centrations would result. Thus, the TUNVEN model overpredicted CO con-
centrations at 5 MPH, The significant drop in concentrations at 10 MPH is
an indication of the model's sensitivity to speed.

This analysis predicted 1-hour CO concentrations for comparison with the
1-hour tunnel standard of 125 PPM,., There also exists a 4-hour tunnel stan-
dard of 75 PPM and an 8-hour tunnel standard of 50 PPM, Based on the
results in Table 3-8, these standards would be met as long as vehicle
speeds averaged greater than 10 MPH for the time period of the standard.
The mitigation measures proposed in Section 4.2 to assure compliance with
the 1-hour standard are intended to prevent an extended period of traffic
congestion., These measures will also assure compliance with the 4-hour and
8=-hour standards.
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TABLE 3-8

PREDICTED ONE-HOUR CO CONCENTRATIONS (PPM)
INSIDE COVERED ROADWAY

Receptors

Year - Speed (MPH) A B _Cc D
1990 0 51 66 339 354
5 531 11 58 3

10 62 9 30 3

20 29 15 25 12

35 12 7 12 6

2000 0 33 43 228 218
5 530 1 55 3

10 45 8 27 3

20 25 14 23 11

35 12 7 13 7

The analyses of CO concentrations cutside the portals of the covered road-
way considered an emergency situation in 1990 with vehicles moving at 5 MPH
in both directions on TH 55 for a full hour. Emission rates were calcu-
fated using the Modal Analysis Model with corrections from the MOBILE 2
emissions model, The emission rates were input fo the CALINE 3 dispersion
model to predict concentrations at the receptor sites shown in Figure 3-6.
Receptors P1, P2, and R17A are all located in Minnehaha Park. Receptor P3
is located on top of the covered roadway in what will be a portion of the
park.

All emissions occurring within the covered roadway were modeled as if they
were a line source extending the width of the covered roadway portal. This
analysis assumed peak hourly traffic volumes, 20° F, temperature, 1.0
meter/second wind speed, and stability class "D". Wind directions of 145°,
270°, and 345° were analyzed, Table 3-9 shows the resultant one-hour CO
concentrations including ambient background CO.

TABLE 3-9

MAXIMUM PREDICTED ONE-HOUR CO CONCENTRATIONS (PPM)
OUTSIDE COVERED ROADWAY

Predicted
Receptor Concentration
P1 9.5
P2 7.5
P3 5.4
R15A 3.5
R16A 3.3
R17A 4.5
R18A 3.4
R19A 3.7
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All of the predicted concentrations are well below the one-hour standards.
The maximum predicted concentration is 9.5 PPM at receptor P1. Since the

adverse fraffic and meteorology assumed for the peak hour will not persist
for eight consecutive hours, eight-hour average concentrations will be less
and the eight-hour standard will not be exceeded.

3.4 ECONOMIC EFFECTS

3.4.1 Economic Baseline

The DEIS described the economic baseline In Section 4.1. The economic
impact of each of the alternatives was defined as the difference between
tThe growth expected under each of the alternatives and the economic
baseline. The economic baseline was the growth projected at the time by
the Metropolitan Council for the Hiawatha Avenue Corridor. The forecast
presented in Table 4-1 and described in the subsequent paragraphs of the
DEIS were In error. The corrected version of that information Is presented
here:

TABLE 3-10
(DEIS Table 4-1 Revised)

POPULAT | ON/HOUSEHOLDS /EMPLOYMENT
PROJECTIONS FOR THE HIAWATHA AVENUE CORRIDOR

Year Population Househo | ds Emp loyment
1970 » 68,548 25,824 37,726
1980 NA NA NA
1990 57,673 27,658 37,966
2000 57,830 27,614 33,496

NA: Not Applicable

SOURCE: Metropolitan Council TAZ projections (August 12, 1981),

The Hiawatha Avenue Corridor contained 25,824 households in 1970. Single
family homes account for the majority of the housing stock. Even though
population has declined, the number of corridor households is projected to
increase.

Population is projected to decline further during the 1980-1990 period,
but, with smaller household size, households are projected to increase to
27,614,

3.4.2 Effect of Public Sector Action to Stimulate Deve lopment

The public sector stimulates development at two levels. At one level, any
action by the public sector to improve ejther the roadway or the transit
system in the Hiawatha Avenue Corridor makes the corridor more attractive
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to developers. At the second level, the public sector can further stimu-
late development by engaging in actions such as: (1) supplementary
purchase or condemnation of land, (2) tax increment financing, (3) equity
participation, (4) institution of corridor development corporations, (5)
special assessment districts. |t is necessary to make the transportation
improvements before second level stimulation becomes effective. Once
transportation system improvements are made, however, second level stimula-
tions can be very effective., Table 3-11 gives the year 2000 population and
employment forecasts for the Hiawatha Corridor for each alternative and for
different levels of public sector participation.

TABLE 3-11

EFFECT OF PUBLIC SECTOR PARTICIPATION
ON DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL IN YEAR 2000

Transportation Improvements

Population No Build Alt. 1 & 2 Alt. 3 Alt, 4
No Public Sector Participation 71,991 72,99 72,991 77,491
Limited Public Sector

Participation 71,991 73,891 72,991 78,491
Substantial Public Sector

Participation 71,991 76,891 72,991 83,991
Emp loyment

No Public Sector Participation 33,496 33,833 33,833 35,833
Limited Public Sector

Participation 33,496 33,833 33,833 36,833
Substantial Public Sector

Participation 33,496 35,833 33,833 39,833

SOURCE: Hiawatha Corridor Population and Employment Projections, Technical
Report 25, James B. McComb and Associates, August, 1981.

The year 2000 "No Build" population forecast shown in Table 3-11 was pre-
pared for this analysis, This forecast is 14,161 persons higher than the
forecast prepared for the same area for the year 2000 by the Metropolitan
Council (Table 3-10), The difference is attributable to three factors:

Number of Households - A zone-by-zone analysis of the Metropolitan
Council's forecasts of the number of households in the corridor concluded
that, with some exceptions described below, the forecasts were realistic
and the forecasted changes were realistic., The analysis found, however,
that the forecasts did not recognize significant changes in the number of
households which had occurred or will occur as the result of large redeve-
lopment projects. For example:
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¢ TAZ 96 - Metropolitan Council forecasts indicate that there would be
500 households in TAZ 96 in the year 2000. However, construction of
the Hennepin County Medical Center has eliminated al! housing from
the zone,

e TAZ 109 - Metropolitan Council forecasts indicate that there would .
be 300 households in TAZ 109 in the year 2000. Current and planned
construction of the Cedar Square project includes 1,000 households
in the zone. '

e TAZ 111 - Metropolitan Council forecasts indicate that there would
be 525 households in TAZ 111 in the year 2000. Consfruction of
several apartment buildings in TAZ 111 during the 1970's suggests
that by the year 2000, the zone will contain 882 households.

The overall analysis, specifically recognizing the more dramatic changes
such as those described above, resulted in a year 2000 forecast of 29,475
households in the corridor compared to a Metropolitan Council forecast of
27,614 households. At this point, neither forecast addresses the issue of
The development of the right-of-way purchased and cleared by MnDOT in
excess of that required to build the preferred alternative. Redevelopment
of that land is treated in the next section.

Redevelopment of Excess TH55 Right-of-Way = MnDOT purchased and cleared
sufficient right-of-way in the TH55 corridor to construct the freeway which
had been planned. In a no-~build situation, as well as under the build
alternatives considered in this study, much of that right-of-way would not
be required for highway or transit construction.

Approximately 90 acres of ltand would be available in a no-build situation,
The likely use of this land would be relatively low intensity residential
development, similar to existing surrounding use. It was assumed that the
density would range from 10 to 30 dwelling units per acre, and that 1,825
dwelling units would be constructed.

Househo!d Size - The Metropolitan Council has predicted that the average
household in the corridor will contain 2.09 persons in the year 2000. This
represents a significant decrease from the 2,50 persons per household
observed in 1970, The decrease reflects the significant decrease in the
birthrate observed in the 1970's, That decrease in birth rate appears now
to have been stopped as the people who in the 1970's chose not fo start
families have now begun to have children. Analysis conducted for this

study suggests that average household size in the corridor will continue to
drop until 1990, at which time it will level off at 2.3 persons per household.
Summary - The factors described above result in a no-build population fore-

cast for the Hiawatha Corridor of 71,991 persons. The calculation of that
forecast is shown in Table 3-12.
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TABLE 3-12

YEAR 2000 NO-BU!(LD POPULATION FORECAST
HIAWATHA CORRIDOR

Households Population
Metropolitan Council Forecast 27,614 57,830
Revised Household Estimate 29,475
Redevelopment of Excess ROW (90A.) 1,825
Household Forecast 31,300
Population Forecast (2.3 pers/household) 71,990

3.4.3 Cost of Public Sector Participation

The public sector activities described in Sec. 3.4.2 can be very effective,
in some cases, in stimulating development beyond that which would occur if
those activities were not undertaken. Those activities will, however,
result in cost to the public sector. These costs could include the cash
cost of purchase and/or condemnation of land, the cost of making
infrastructure improvements in anticipation of or as a condition of
development, and tax revenue foregone for a period of time.

It is not possible tfo estimate the magnitude of these costs at this time.
The actual cost will depend on the level of incentive required to attract
the desired development. That, in turn, wi!l depend on the level of
interest by developers in the corridor and the general economic conditions
at the time.

The public sector considers expenditures to attract development as invest-
ments which must be expected to pay adequate refurns in the form of tax and
other revenues, The potential return is described in Sec. 5.1.6.6, pages
5-23 to 5-27 of the DEIS.

3.5  WATER QUALITY

The complete analysis of the water quality baseline and water quality
impacts of the proposed action in The Hiawatha Corridor is contained in
Technical Report 17, Water Quality Analysis, Following are responses to
the specific comments received regarding the summary of that document con-
tained in the DEIS.

3.5.1 Baseline Data

Minnehaha Creek has a use classification of 2B, 3C, 4A & B, 5 and 6, This
classification allows propagation and maintenance of cool or warm water
fisheries and is suitable for aquatic recreation including bathing.
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Available water gquality data includes analysis of sampling conducted at the
confluence with the Mississippi River (1960-65) and at the Hiawatha Avenue
bridge (1978-79). The analysis of this data concliuded that the water
quality of Minnehaha Creek is generally acceptable for its classification.

At its confluence with Minnehaha Creek, the Mississippi River has a use
classification of 2B & C, 3B & C, 4A & B, 5 and 6. This classification
allows most of the same uses described above for Minnehaha Creek. The
water quality analysis used data from the Minnesota Pollution Control
Agency (MPCA) collected at the sampling stations at Fridley and at the St.
Paul Rowing Club., Mississippi River water quality often does not conform
to applicable state standards. Hardness, copper, turbidity and fecal coli-
forms often exceeded the standards during the analysis period. Levels of
dissolved oxygen, chloride, ammonia and dissolved solids are generally
within the standards.

3.5.2 Surface Runoff Characteristics

Implementation of the proposed action wili result in increased runoff from
The roadway. The proposed roadway has approximately two times the imper-
vious surface area as the existing roadway. All runoff from the roadway
will be coliected in storm sewers for eventual discharge into the
Mississippi River,

3.5.3 Effect of Runoff on Mississippi River

The DEIS stated that the increase in chlorides in the Mississippi River
resulting from the use of deicing materials on Hiawatha Avenue would not
significantly affect the river's water quality. That statement was based on
an analysis contained in Technical Report 17,

I+ is recognized that there is no known means of accurately predicting
chloride concentrations from highway runoff. The estimate was made
assuming a single storm application rate of 300 pounds of sodium chloride
per lane-mile which is washed into the Mississippi River over a twelve-hour
period., The expected impact on the Mississippi River is shown in Table
3-13., At the present time, chloride concentrations at the St. Pau! Rowing
Club range from 17-39 mg/l. The more restrictive state standard for
chlorides (Class 3B Industrial Waters) is 100 mg/i. Even under

historic low~flow conditions, the chloride concentration would be far below
the state standard.

3.6  GEOLOGY

The geology of the Minnehaha Creek and Minnehaha Park area was a signifi-
cant concern as alternatives were developed in the park. All the alter-
natives considered include excavation in the park.

Geological studies conducted by Mn/DOT for reconstruction of Hiawatha

Avenue indicated that the area is overlaid with glacial drift which varies
from 10 to 35 feet deep. Below the glacial drift is the 25-foot thick
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TABLE 3-13

PROJECTED INCREASE IN CHLORIDE CONCENTRATIONS OF THE MISSISSIPPI RIVER
DUE TO DEICING OF ADDITIONAL ROADWAYS AND TRANSIT-RELATED IMPROVEMENTS

(Year 2000 - Wabasha St., St. Paul)

ALTERNATIVES

CONDITIONS 1 & 2 HOV

ALTERNATIVE 3
Street Related Transit

ALTERNATIVE 4

LRT

ALTERNATIVE 5
NO BUILD

Average Concentration Due 0.02 mg/|
to Winter Deicing of Added

Area - Mississippi at Historic

Average Flowl/

Peak Concentration Due to 0.16 mg/|
Washing of 1 Application of

Salt into Mississippi -

Mississippi at Historic

Average Flow,

Peak Concentration Due to 2.75 mg/|
Washing of 1 Application of

Salt into Mississippi -

Mississippi at Historic Low

Flow2’

0.01 mg/|

0.08 mg/|

1.34 mg/|

0.01 mg/|

0.08 mg/|

1.34 mg/|

1/ Historic Average Flow at Wabasha St., St. Paul -

10,600 cfs.

2/ Historic Low Flow at Wabasha St., St. Paul - 632 cfs.



Piatteville Limestone formation. Below the |limestone are the three-foot
thick Glenwood Shale layer, the St. Peter Sandstone formation, and the
Jordan Sandstone formation,

The Glenwood Shale is a relatively impervious layer which is considered to
protect the water supply contained in the St. Peter Sandstone from
infiltration from aquifers in higher formations, The Glenwood Shale layer
has been eroded in two locations in the area,

Geological concerns have fociised on the possibility of reducing the barrier
formed by the Glenwood Shale, The possible effects incliude the pollution
ot underlying aquifers and significant alteration of water levels in the
fagoon and flow over Minnehaha Falls.

The preferred alternative would require excavation in this area. The exca-
vation would be down to an elevation as low as about 800 feet. This is
nearly 30 feet above the elevation of the Glenwood Shale, and no adverse
effects are expected.

3.7 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

Vehicles carrying hazardous materials requiring placarding will not be per-
mitted in the covered roadway, Prohibited hazardous materials fall into
seven general categories.

Explosives
Flammable liquids
Flammable solids
Oxidizing materials
Corrosive liquids
Compressed gases
Poisons

The transport of the majority of these materials including explosives,
radioactive materials, and hazardous wastes of al! types are strictiy
regulated, Thus, carriers of these materials can be notified of the prohi-
bition on Hiawatha Avenue. The preferred route for these carriers is the
interstate highway system or a route designated by the Department of
Transportation, In addition to notification of carriers, signage indi-
cating the prohibition of hazardous materials will detour prohibited
vehicles away from the covered roadway.

The preferred alternative route for prohibited vehicles consists of 46th
Street, 34th Avenue, and CSAH 62 (Figure 3-7). Since TH 55 as planned will
not have direct access to 34th Avenue, 46th Street between TH 55 and 34th
Avenue will have To be designated as a truck route., Currently designated
truck routes are 34th Avenue and CSAH 62 (Section 3.1.4.). Signage indi-
cating the prohibited vehicle route would be located on TH 55 at 46th
Street and at the TH 55 interchange with CSAH 62.

The number of vehicles currently using TH 55 and carrying hazardous materials

is not known. As stated previously, regulated hazardous materials carriers
will use the interstate system if possible. The only vehicles expected to
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use the alternative route would have either an origin or destination within
the TH 55 corridor. The only known hazardous material destined for the
corridor area is gasoline being delivered to local stations. Since the
designated alternative route mainly follows existing fruck routes and the
number of vehicles using the route is probably quite low, the impact of
this alternative route designation will be minimal,

3,8 .MINNEHAHA CREEK FLOODPLAIN

The Minnehaha Creek floodplain (based on 100~-year flood), as defined in the
City of Minneapolis' floodplain ordinance, covers most of the Longfel low
Gardens area between Minnehaha Creek and TH 55, south of Minnehaha Parkway.
The existing bridges over the creek at TH 55 and Minnehaha Parkway have
restrictive waterway openings. A residential area of about five acres,
located near 47t+h Street and 37th Avenue, is within the 100-year
floodplain., This area periodically experiences flood conditions during
periods of rapid snowmelt or intense rainfall,

implementation of the preferred alternative will allow maintenance of
existing water elevation in the lagoon during periods of normal flow, and
will affect the hydraulic characteristics of the TH 55 and Minnehaha
Parkway bridge openings. The TH 55 and Minnehaha Parkway bridges over
Minnehaha Creek and the control structures associated with them will be
replaced., The new structures will have larger waterway openings than the
existing structures. Hydraulic analyses conducted for previous studies
showed that improvements proposed at that fime would result in a decrease
in water surface elevations in the lagoon of about two feet at 500 cfs
(record flood) and of about one fayf at 1500 cfs.)/ The 100-year flood is
estimated to be 943 cfs at TH 55.=~ These reductions in water surface ele~-
vations, expected as a result of fthe new structures, will very likely ailso
result in a reduction in the area of the 100-year floodplain and a reduc-
tion in the potential for damage in areas which now experience flooding.
There will be no adverse impact on natural and beneficial floodplain values.

The covered roadway proposed for construction as a part of the preferred
alternative would require the placement of fill in Longfellow Gardens, which
would encroach on the Minnehaha Creek floodway as it is currently defined.
With the replacement of the existing structures, however, the overall

effect of the implementation of the preferred alternative is expected to be
a reduction in the water surface elevations and a reduction in flood

hazards in the area,

During preiiminary design of these facilities, a detailed hydraulic analy-
sis will be conducted to verify that these improved conditions will occur,
Once the verification has been made, the required steps will be taken with
the City of Minneapolis, the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources and
the Federal Emergency Management Agency to revise the definition of the
100~-year floodplain prior to construction.

1/ Van Doren-Hazard-Stallings, TH 55 - Minneapolis South of 52nd Street
to 44th Street, September, 1974,

2/ Flood Insurance Study, City of Minneapolis, Federal Emergency
Management Agency, Federal Insurance Administration, August 18, 1980.
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3.9 CRITICAL AREA CORRIDOR

Part of the Hiawatha Avenue project is within The designated Mississippi
River Critical Area Corridor (Executive Order 79-19). The purpose of the
Critical Area Corridor designation is to protect certain areas having a
significance extending beyond the local area. The Critical Areas planning
process is not intended to replace local planning and zoning but rather is
limited to those exceptional cases where other powers are not available to
insure adequate and coordinated local, regional and state planning and the
enactment of regulations to.protect the area. To qualify as a Critical
Area, the area must possess one or more of the following characteristics:

1. An area significantly affected by or having a significant effect
upon an existing or proposed major government development that is
intended to serve substantial numbers of persons beyond the vici-
nity in which the development is located and that tends fo generate
substantial development or urbanization.

2. An area containing historical, natural, scientific or cultural
resources of regional or statewide importance, or an area having a
significant impact upon historical, natural, scientific or cultural
resources of regional or statewide importance,

It should be noted that the Criticial Areas planning process is not binding
on agencies of the federal government. In 1976, the State of Minnesota, by
executive order, designated the Mississippi River as a Critical Area. The
designation requires each municipality adjacent to the river within the
Metropolitan area to develop plans and regulations to protect the River.
The City of Minneapolis approved a Draft Critical Area Plan on May 9, 1979,

The Critical Area Plan for the Mississippi River in Minneapolis covers two
aspects, development and protection of public facilities. The City has
adopted several policies and implementation strategies to guide development
to achieve this goal. Based on existing development, the river corridor in
Minneapolis has been divided into three districts: Urban Developed
District, Urban Diversified District, and Urban Open Space District. Only
the Urban Diversified and Open Space districts occur in the Hiawatha Avenue
Study Area. Policies and strategies applying to that portion of Hiawatha
Avenue which passes through the Critical Area generally protect vegetation
from unnecessary destruction, protect steep banks, restrict land uses,
protect visual quality of the river corridor, prevent further reduction in
the quality of water in the Mississippi River, and protect significant
historical resources,

Several transportation policies are also part of the Critical Area Plan.
Those policies relevant to the Hiawatha Avenue Corridor include:

e Enforce regulations designed to prevent roadway deterioration,
(e.g., those relating to allowable load limits).

e Continue to seek out alternatives to the use of deicing salt,
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® Provide heavy duty access roads which are closely coupled to The
regional (freeway) transportation systems so that use of river
transportation potential maybe more fully utilized.

Other policies have been developed as critical area plans which are rele-
vant fto Minnehaha Park. These policies include:

e Development of a variety of recreational facilities that enhance the
environment while avoiding alteration of the resources and restoring
and preserving the park's scenic, natural, and historic resources,

® Recreational activities which emphasize river oriented recreational
opportunities compatible with the surrounding environment,

e The development of interest nodes to provide focal points with
interesting directions and providing public parkiands for
recreational purposes.

® The establishment of a continuous trail corridor parallel to the

" river to provide recreational opportunities for bicyclists,
pedestrians, and motorists., Users should be provided with oppor-
Tunities to make visual contact with the river and river related
activities,

The reconstruction of Hiawatha Avenue is consistent with all of the
Critical Area standards and the Critical Area planning policies adopted by
the City of Minneapolis. Completion of the covered roadway through

Minnehaha Park will provide an opportunity to link Minnehaha Park with
Minnehaha Parkway. The bicycle trail to be developed as part of Hiawatha
Avenue reconstruction will provide linkages to the bicycle trail

paralleling West River Parkway and also to the bicycle trail connecting
Minnehaha Park with Fort Snelling State Park. The integrity of the
Minnehaha Park Historic District will be enhanced with the construction of
the covered roadway and historic resources such as Minnehaha Depot will be
protected from adverse visual impacts by the utilization of noise walls,
landscaping, and berming.

3.10 COMMUTER BICYCLE PATHS

Provisions will be made as part of highway reconstruction to encourage and
accommodate bicycle commuters., Figure 6-5 shows existing and proposed
bicycle routes and significant destination locations to be served by the
bicycle trail, The majority of the trail will be adjacent or parallel to
reconstructed Hiawatha Avenue.

The bicycle trails as presently proposed in Figure 6-5 are in the concep-
tual planning stage. Specific trail design or location details have not

been completed. The *traiis as proposed are consistent with the 1980 fin-
dings and recommendations of a City of Minneapolis Commuter Bicycle Task

Force.
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The proposed trails will be on City streefs and will be within specifically
designated, striped lanes except for the segment of frail between Lake
Street and 3rd Avenue South where it is proposed that the frail make use of
abandoned railroad right-of-way. Pedestrians will be able to use sidewalks
adjacent to the on-street portions of the bicycle frail. |t may be
possible fto provide a pedestrian path adjacent to the bicycle path for that
segment which utilizes the abandoned railroad right-of-way should such a
pathway be desired.

No funding for the bicycle trail has been identified or committed at the
present Time.

The proposed bike route would extend from the existing Fort Snelling State
Park Bike Trail north to downtown Minneapolis. From Fort Snelling State
Park, the path would continue north, into Minnehaha Park, along Minnehaha
Avenue. |IT will then take a slight jog east, to Snelling Avenue, and con-
Tinue until it reaches Lake Street. Between Lake Street and 5fh Street,
where the bike route enters downtown Minneapolis, the bike trail would be
constructed in the existing railroad right-of-way.

3.11 RARE, THREATENED OR ENDANGERED SPECIES

The project is within the range of three species listed in the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Redbook: the Bald Eagle, Higgin's Eye Pearly Mussel and the
American Peregrine Falcon. Peregrine Falcons currently are not known to
nest in the state. There are no suitable sites within the project area
which have the potential for peregrine reintroductions.

The Hiawatha Avenue project is not adjacent to any bald eagle breeding or
wintering areas. No construction activities are proposed fo take place in
the river which could affect the Higgin's Eye Pearly Mussell.

The DEIS concluded that the nature of the proposed project is such that no
adverse impacts to the threatened or endangered wiidlife species will
occur; Therefore the project is in compliance with the Endangered Species
Act of 1973,
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4,0- IMPACT MITIGATION MEASURES

4.1 NO1SE

The majority of noise impacts associated with the selected alternative can
be mitigated through the construction of noise barriers., Potential noise
barrier locations are shown on Figure 4-1, The following two noise barrier
segments are likely to be constructed. WNoise impacts are greatest in these
" areas with projected future noise levels significantly greater than
existing and greater than federal noise abatement criteria. The construc-
tion these barriers will provide a substantial noise reduction and is a
reasonable and feasible noise mitigation effort.

e FEast side of Hiawatha Avenue, Minnehaha Creek to 54th Street. This
barrier is required to reduce noise impacts in Minnehaha Park to
below federal noise abatement criteria. The property line of the
park follows the eastern edge of the Hiawatha Avenue Corridor right-
of-way. The proposed bicycle trail bordering the roadway is a noise
sensitive use which.will occur in this area,.

® West side of Hiawatha Avenue, 52nd Street to 54th Street. The
noise levels at seven residences in this area will exceed
federal noise abatement criteria without mitigation. The noise
level at one additional residence will exceed the state daytime
noise standards and the noise level at 18 additional residences
will exceed the state nighttime noise standards. Because
Hiawatha Avenue is on a new alignment through this area, noise
levels are projected to increase significantly over existing levels,
Noise barriers in the following locations are less likely fo be
constructed. Future noise levels are predicted to exceed state
daytime and nighttime standards but not federal noise abatement
criteria. Due to the distance between affected receivers and the
roadway and the need for breaks in the barrier at intersections,
the effectiveness of barrier mitigation is reduced,

e West side of Hiawatha Avenue, Minnehaha Creek fTo 52nd Street. This
barrier would protect 20 residences where the noise level is expected
to exceed state daytime standards and 32 additional residences where
the noise level is expected to exceed state nighttime standards,

The barrier would be broken at the at-grade intersection at
Minnehaha Avenue and 50th Street.

® West side of Hiawatha Avenue, Franklin Avenue to 31st Street, bet-
ween 24th Street and 26th Street, and between 28th Street and 29th
Street. Barrier sections would protect 9 residences where the
noise level is expected to exceed state daytime standards and 49
residences where the noise level is expected to exceed state night-
time standards. This barrier will also protect East Phillips Park
focated between 22nd Street and 24th Street.




® West side of Hiawatha Avenue, Franklin Avenue to 31st Street, bet-
ween 24th Street and 26th Street, and between 28th Street and 29th
Street. These barrier sections will protect 9 residences where the
noise level is expected to exceed state daytime standards and 49
residences where the noise level is expected to exceed state night-
time standards. This barrier will also protect East Phillips Park
located between 22nd Street and 24th Street.

No noise abatement is proposed for the commercial and industrial establish=~
ments on the east side of Hiawatha Avenue for the foliowing reasons:

e Access Requirements, Most of the establishments on the east side of
Hiawatha have driveways out fto the roadway. Noise cannot be effec-
tively abated by a noncontinuous barrier.

e Lack of QOutdoor Activities. In almost all cases, activities take
place indoors and exposure to external noise would be minimal.

e Little Change from Existing Noise. The east curb line of the

reconstructed roadway will be at the same location as the existing
roadway. Although future ftraffic volumes will be greater, the
southbound tanes will be further from the establishments on the east
side, The net result will be only a slight increase in noise over

the existing situation.

The analysis contained in Section 3.2.2 identified a barrier height of 8.5
feet to meet state noise standards. Because the corridor is generally flat
with relatively little variation in traffic volumes, barrier heights are
expected fo average 8 feet throughout the corridor. Mn/DOT estimated the
1981 construction cost of an 8-foot noise barrier to be $87 per lineal
foot., Based on this information, noise abatement costs were estimated
(Table 4-1), :

TABLE 4-1
ESTIMATED NOISE BARRIER COST

Length
(feet) Cost

Barriers required by federal

noise abatement criteria 6,600 $ 574,200

Barriers required to meet

state noise standards 18,500 $1,609,500
TOTAL 25,100 $2,183,700 .
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A fotal of 4,75 miles of noise barriers have been identified which would
reduce project noise impacts at an approximate cost of $2.2 million. As
shown in Table 4-1, 1.25 miles of noise barrier with an approximate cost of
$0.6 million are required to meet Federal noise abatement criteria; these
barriers are likely to be constructed. Less likely to be constructed are
3.5 miles of noise barriers (at a cost of $1.6 million) required to meet
State noise standards., Construction of these barriers will be further eva-
luated in future design stages of the project. Decisions to construct
noise barriers will be based in part on resident input and cost-
effectiveness evaluations, The City Council will recommend locations where
noise barriers should be built. Where abatement is not reasonable or not
wanted, a variance will be requested from the Minnesota Pollution Control

Agency.,
4,2 COVERED ROADWAY AIR QUALITY

The air quality analysis of the covered roadway (Section 3.3) found that
with operating speeds down to 10 MPH, CO concentrations would be well
within the federal standard of 125 PPM., The standard is only projected. to
be exceeded with sustained traffic speeds of 5 MPH or less for a full hour
in both directions. Based on these findings, the planned means of mitiga=-
tion for air quality within the covered roadway are ftraffic detection and
control devices.

Traffic detection devices which will be incorporated in the covered road-
way are loop detectors imbedded in each traffic lane and closed circuit
cameras to monitor both directions of travel. The information from these
.detectors will be transmitted to the Minnesota Department of Transportation
Traffic Management Center. The Traffic Management Center is manned from
6:00 AM to 6:00 PM, 5 days a week. During these times, any significant
traffic slow-down can be detected and reported to the Minneapolis Police
Department, which will take appropriate action.

Traffic control devices which will be incorporated in the covered roadway
are entrance lane indicators and the traffic signals at 46th Street and
50th Street. These devices will be controllied both manually by the Traffic
Managment Center and automatically by the traffic loop detectors. {f the
loop detectors indicate slow-moving traffic, one lane of the covered road-
way can be closed using the lane indicator signals. This will effectively
reduce the number of vehicles in the covered roadway with a resultant
reduction in CO emissions. The traffic signals at either end of the
covered roadway will be used fo meter entering traffic. The signal phases
controlling the tunnel approaches will be preempted if conditions warrant.
The combination of this detection and control equipment will assure that
traffic flow through the covered roadway will maintain a minimum operating
speed of 10 MPH. This in turn will assure maintenance of air quality stan-
dards in the covered roadway.

4,3  WATER QUALITY

Adverse water quality impacts could originate from three sources: 1) the
spill of hazardous materials by vehicles traveling along Hiawatha Avenue,
2) erosion during reconstruction of Hiawatha Avenue, and 3) the operation

of the roadway.
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4.3,1 Spill Control

The control of spills of hazardous material is most critical in the
Minnehaha Creek area, Spills occurring in this area, if not contfrolled,
could very quickly reach Minnehaha Creek. In order to prevent this
occurrence, runoff from the entire roadway, inciuding the bridge over
Minnehaha Creek, will be directed to the storm sewer system., The storm
sewer system outlet is to the Mississippi River,

During design of the facilities, a spill confrol plan will he developed
which addresses the issue of containment of spills of hazardous materials,
Detention ponding for spill containment will be considered. Preliminary

indications are that surface ponding is impractical, Several ponds of 3 to
4 acres would probably be required, and that much land would be very dif-
ficult to assemble in the Hiawatha Corridor. If detention is possible, it
is likely to be in-pipe detention,

The City of Minneapolis has procedures inplace which assure immediate noti-
fication of the Minneapolis Fire Department in the event of a spill of
hazardous materials. The Minneapolis Fire Department is trained and
equipped to handle spills, and has access to other resources, including the
Minneapolis Public Works Department.

The City of Minneapolis is also currentiy in the process of developing a
more comprehensive plan for dealing with the spill of hazardous materials.

4,3.2 Erosion Control

During construction, the potential for adverse water quality impact due tfo
soil erosion will be greatest in the area near Minnehaha Creek. This is
due to the substantial amount of earthwork required by the covered roadway
and the proximity of the earthwork fo Minnehaha Creek.

Erosion confrol measures will be taken throughout the project in accord
with Minnesota Department of Transportation "Standard Specifications for
Construction" (1803.5, 1983 edition) and the MPCA's General Certification
Requirements for Bridge Replacement., A specific erosion control plan will
be developed and approved by Mn/DOT for the area near Minnehaha Creek
during the preparation of plans and specifications for the project,.

4,3,3 Facility Operation

The operation of the proposed facility will generate traffic-related water
pollutants including salt and sediments., The effect of the use of salt has
been described in Section 3.5 of this document, In order to control the

amount of sediment reaching the Mississippi River, iT is expected that the

storm drainage system will inciude sedimentation sumps located in manholes,
These sumps will allow sediments to settle out of storm sewer flow. The
sumps will be emptied periodically to maintain their capacity.



4.4 RELOCATION

Impiementation of the preferred alternative will require relocation of
occupants of four residences. No business concerns will require reloca-
tTion. These relocation estimates are based on preliminary layouts prepared
for the EIS and are subject to change as further plan development takes
place.

4.4,1 Relocation Program and Benefits

The Minnesota Department of Transportation is obligated under state and
federal laws to provide prompt and equitable relocation payments and ser-
vices to all persons and businesses, regardless of race, color, religion,
sex or national origin, displaced as a result of State or Federal Aid
Highway construction.

The Department of Transportation has established a we!l trained and
experienced relocation staff to effectively accomplish and carry out these
directives. Located in the District 5 Office (5801 Duluth Street, Golden
Valley), it is relatively accessible to this project. All relocation con-
tact will originate from there. |If necessary, an on-site field office will
be opened to serve as a public information center.

All persons. lawfully occupying real property, including subsequent occu-
pants, will be informed of their eligibility to receive such payments as:
moving expenses, appraisal fees, housing supplements, rent supplements,
down payment supplements, closing costs, interest differentials, etc.
Business concerns will be informed of such payments as moving expenses,
actual direct loss of tangible personal property, feasibility studies,
discontinued business payment, searching fees and appraisal fees. The
authority for the payments and services is from the "Uniform Relocation
Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Polices Act of 1970" (Public Law
91-646).

As the Minnesota Department of Transportation initiates negotiations wi+th
landowners, the relocation staff will personally contact and assist all
displacees in their efforts fo locate housing which is decent, safe and
sanitary and within their financial means, and to process Their relocation

claim.

4.,4,2 Availability of Replacement Housing

The residences expected to be relocated as a result of this project are
estimated to be valued in the range of $50,000 to -$75,000. Residents of
these homes who wish to relocate in the same general area should have an
adequate number of homes from which fo select a replacement. According to
the Minneapolis Board of Realtors Multiple Listing Service there were, in
mid-January, 1984, approximately 78 homes for sale in the area* which were
listed in the $50,000 to $75,000 range.

* Parkway South Area, bounded by the Mississippi River, CSAH 62, Cedar
Avenue and 46th Streeft.
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4.5 CONSTRUCT ION

4,5,1 Erosion and Sedimentation Control

Under natural conditions, erosion is generally controlled by vegetation.
During construction this natural protection is stripped away, thus
increasing the potentiai for erosion., There are many devices and practices
which will effectively control erosion during construction,

The Minnesota Department of Transportation currentiy uses different erosion
control devices on its construction projects. These devices may consist of
hay or straw bale ditch checks, bale diversions, special sod placement,
sodded flumes, and temporary perforated standpipes on culverts and drop
inlets. All of these devices are detailed on standard plan sheets used by
the Minnesota Department of Transportation.

The Minnesota Department of Transportation will use "Standard
Specifications for Highway Construction" during construction as it relates
to erosion control. The specifications, among other things, call for the
quick installation of erosion control devices, provide the engineer with
the authority to limit the exposed surface area, and require the contractor
to install temporary erosion control devices during the earthwork opera-
tions, The specifications also require the contractor to conduct construc-
tion operations consistent with air quality regulations. Erosion control
measures such as sod replacement will also help to control dust emissions
into the air. )

4,5,2 Pedestrian Access

It is anticipated that construction of the preferred alternative will be
accomplished with littie disruption fo pedestrian circulation patterns in
the project area. Final design of the preferred alternative and construc-
tion management procedures will include appropriate measures to ensure
pedestrian access to public facilities, commercial establishments, and
residences. During construction, directive signs, protective fencing, and
temporary conveyances will be erected as needed for the convenience and
safety of pedestrians.
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5.0 RESPONSES TO DE!S COMMENTS

5.1 SUMMARY OF PUBLIC HEARING

Pursuant to the provisions of Title 23, United States Code Section 128, a
combined location/design public hearing and Informational meeting on the
Hiawatha Avenue Corridor was conducted on March 24, 1983 by the Minnesota
Department of Transportation and the City of Minneapoiis. The purpose of
the hearing was the discussion of location and design features of the
transportation alternatives documented in the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement/Alternatives Analysis prepared for the project, and of the
social, economic, and environmental effects of the alternatives.

The hearing was chaired by Arthur Naftalin, former mayor of the City of
Minneapolis, Max Goldberg of the Minneapoiis Planning Department presented
information on the background of the hearing and of the project. Richard
Wolsfeld, of the firm of Bennett-Ringrose-Wolsfeld-Jarvis-Gardner, Inc.,
consultant fo the City of Minneapolis, gave a slide presentation sum-
marizing the alternatives studied for the corridor and the effects asso~
ciated with the alternatives.

During the hearing, the oral ftestimony of twenty persons was accepted; the
hearing record remained open for acceptance of written statements through
April 14, 1983, Persons testifying at the hearing represented public
agencies, private organizations, neighborhood groups and private
individuals,

Seventeen of those testifying at the hearing expressed support for
Alternative 4 (four-lane at-grade arterial and light rail fransit). These
persons are:

.

Alderman Tony Scallon Doug Lone
Alderman Dennis Schulstad Tom Olson
Commissioner Jeff Spartz Grant Janssen
Walter Bratt Eric Anderson
Perry Smith Orloue Gisselquist
Ken Stone James Tennessen
Barbara Olson . Kathy Mackdanz
Naom! Loper ' Carolyn Sawyer

Dan Quillin

Of the eight persons submitting written statements for inclusion in the
public hearing record, seven wrote in support of Alternative 4. These per-
sons are:

Don Nyberg Lois Reblschke
Goldie Frenkel Edward Rebischke
Joel Christopherson Elaina Kaibel!

Kevin Blumi

Reasons given for support of Alternative 4 included:



Other

Best meets transportation needs of corridor with fthe least negative
impacts to the community,

Has positive economic effects - attracts development, jobs.
Best resolves treatment of parkland in corridor.

Has potential for integration with other light rail trensit corri-
dors contempiated in metropolitan area.

Enhances the image of the corridor and the Clty.

Is most cost effective on the basis of life cycle analysis,

topics raised by people supporting Alternative 4 included:

Importance of getting transportation improvements underway, given
the present condition of the roadway and the long history of
planning for improvements to the transportation corridor.
Disapproval of the tunnel subalternative through Minnehaha Park,

Importance of efforts to seek funding for the transportation alter-
native selected.

Concern over the cost of the favored alternative.

Appreciation of the work of the Hiawatha Avenue Task Force
throughout the Location and Design Study process.

Concern that further study is needed of mass transit and bikeway
components, ‘

Subjects raised by those not in support of Alternative 4 were:

Concern that none of the alternatives studied are satisfactory; that
the interest in mass transit overshadows the need for a roadway.

Disappointment that the concept of a depressed roadway was not
explored further,

Concern about the level of access provided to the Nokomis Lake area.

Concern about the effects of the reconstruction of TH 55 on the
strip of Minnehaha Park land along Fort Snelling Drive. (This Is
addressed in Section 3.1.2 of this FEIS,)

5,2 LETTERS OF COMMENT ON DEIS

Letters of comment on the DEIS, received from affected agencies, organiza-
tions and individuals, follow. Responses to comments are provided where

appropriate.



Subject

From

To

1) {~
?y ) \,‘\’
U.S.Department of :
Transportation

Qtfice ot the Secretary
of Transporiation

Memorandum

Draft EIS: Hiawatha Avenue
Hinneapolis, Minnesota
FHWA-MN~EIS-83-01-D

Eugene L. Lehr, Chief /\/j
Environmental Division, P-=37 U i;N
. o

Ali F. Sevin, Director

Office of Environmental Policy, FHWA/HEV-1

We aporeciate the opportunity to review this draft EIS.

Date March 21, l9e3

Repty lo
Attn of Norman Cooper, P=-37

X=-644%2

We have no comments.



CL/ M, 5. GOIDRERG
Us Deogrimen = ~
O”w'O?‘?OO:(‘JYIO[P LPR 1£ 1883

Urban Mass
Transportation
Admimstration

e ey aslaners
City of fiinneapolis
217 . City all
iinneapolis, Hinnesot:é 554156
Re: TE 55 (hiawatna Avenue) Draft
Environiental Impact Statenment/

4(f) Evaluvation and Alternatives
Analysis

rar ir, Goldberc:

1@ aave reviewec tne subject Oraft Environmental Impact
Stateweat (MEIS), Althoueh the DEIS appears to nave
aduressea the major enviromental issues in tne corridor,
there arc various areas of the document related to major
transit iaproveuents (i.e., light rail transit) wnich aoulc
need sowe rmodification or expansion if ULTA funds were
souyht for the project. If you intend to apply for UI'TA
funds, please contact us and we can discuss appropriate next
steps.

lie appreciate the opportunity to review tne DEIS.

Sincerely,

Joel P. Et%
Regional Administrator

cc: Stepnen HBahler, FHWhA, M,

overt rorast, FnbOT
Phillip Braum, MTC

|
RESPONSES:

At this point, no application for UMTA funding has been made. An application
for UMTA funds may be made in the future. In that case, a supplement to the
FEIS/AA will be prepared as required by UMTA., Coordination has begun with UMTA
in order to facilitate preparation of the supplement, should it be required.
(See Page 5-107).
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WTET S UNITED §TA
Vs - ENVIEGHATZ Tl
[ <

: RIGION

- 220 SOUTH DEARBORN §7

-~ CHIZAGS 1LLINOIS 60604

REPLY TO ATTENTIO!N OF

18 ApR 1983 RECEIVED
APR 211983

Mr. Max Goldberg
City of Minneapolis
323 M City Hall
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55415
RE: NEPA-DE-FHW-F40195-MN(83027)
Dear Mr. Goldberg:

We have completed our review of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement {EIS)
for TH 55 {Hiawatha Avenue)} from 59th Street South to Franklin Avenue and

CSAH 62 (Crosstown Highway) from TH 55 to 46th Avenue South, Hennepin County,
Minnesota. This proposed project consists of roadway and transit improvements
along the TH 55 corridor. Five alternatives including the no-build alternative,
were assessed in the Draft EIS. Each of the four build alternatives differ

in the type of transit improvements, but they all result in improved traffic
flow along the TH 55 corridor.

The most significant environmental impact associated with the proposed improve-
ments will be the increase in noise levels along the corridor. Each of the
build alternatives will cause noise levels to exceed the Federal Highway Admin-
istration's Design Noise Levels at two sites; to exceed the State of Minnesota's
Daytime Noise Standards at 12 to 18 sites; and to exceed the States Nighttime
Noise Standards at 22 to 35 sites. This project will also effect air quality,
and the Minnehaha Park area. Our detailed comments regarding this proposed
project are attached.

Based upon our review of this Draft EIS, we find that all the build alter-
natives result in overall benefits to the environment. However, Alternative

4 with either Subalternative A or C provides greater environmental benefits than
any of the other alternatives. Therefore, we have rated the proposed project as
LO (lack of objection) with Alternative 4 being environmentally preferable. We
have classified the Draft EIS as Category 2 because additional information is
necessary, particularly regarding the use of noise barriers, air quality with-
in the tunnel through Minnehaha Park, and the use of the existing route between
CSAH 62 and East 52nd Street.

We appreciate the opportunity to review this Draft EIS. If you or your

staff have any questions regarding our comments, please contact Mr. Bi11
Franz at 312/886-6687. The date and classification of our comments and
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their availability will be published in the Federal Register in accordance
with our responsibility to inform the public of our views on other agencies
projects.

Sincerely yours,

;-— S - - o) ,[4—(‘,[»)-;{/

B

Barbara Taylor Back}ey, Chief -
Environmental Review Branch
Planning and Management Division

Attachment



U.S. tnvironmental Protection Agency's lomments an the
Draft Environmental Impact Statement for TH 55 (Hiawatha Avenuys.
from 59th Street Soutn to Franilin Avanue and CSAH 62
{Crosstown Highway' €rom TH 55 o doth Avenue South, in Minneapolis.
Hennepin Tounty, Minnesota

The proposed action consists of roadway and transit improvements in tne TH 55
corridor in Minneapclis. Improvement to the roadway consists of the recon-
struction of TH 55 (Hiawatha Avenue! between Franklin Avenue and 59th Street
South as a divided four lane at-grade roadway. and the reconstruction of CSAH 62
(Crosstown Highway) bDetween 46th Avenue South and TH 55 as a four-lane limited
access road., Transit improvements in the corridor range from grade-separated
high occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes to a Tight rail transit line. The most signi-
ficant environmental impact associated with the proposed improvement is the
potential for increased noise levels along the TH 55 corridor. Other environ-
mental impacts which should be addressed in the Final EIS are the air guality
within the tunneled segment through Minnehaha Park, and the direct and indirect
impacts associated with using the existing TH 55 right-of-way between CSAH 62
and East 52nd Street.

Noise Impacts

The Draft EIS nas provided information regarding the existing noise levels along
the TH 55 corridor, as well as predicted future noise levels. The methodology
and assessment of the noise impacts included in the EIS were found to be accept-
able. Potential noise impacts once the project is constructed could be signifi-
cant as indicated on Table 5-19, page 5-51 of the Draft EIS, Table 5-19 indicates
that with the build alternatives, between 218 and 400 residences could experience
noise levels greater than either the Federal Highway Administration's Design Noise
Levels or the State of Minnesota's Noise Standards. This is a significant number
of residences to be impacted. However, the Draft EIS has indicated that if abate-
ment procedures are implemented, the number of residences adversely impacted will
be reduced to between 18 and 25 residences. We encourage the use of noise barriers
2 jand additional noise mitigation procedures {screening, soundproofing of homes, etc.)
to reduce to the lowest possible extent the number persons exposed to excessive
noise levels.

Air Quality Impacts

A11 of the build alternatives will include a covered section through a portion of
Minnehaha Park and the Longfellow Gardens. At the northern edge of this covered s
section, TH 55 will either have an at-grade intersection or a grade separated
intersection or a tunnel under Minnehaha Parkway. To aid in the selection of one
of these subalternatives, we recommend that the air quality within the tunnel and
immediately outside the tunnel be evaluated. We are concerned that carbon monoxide
Tevels within the tunnel could increase and adversely effect the air guality in

3 Jthe park areas immediately adjacent to it. When assessing the air quality impacts
effects from queing at the at-grade intersection with Minnehaha Parkway should be
included. The Final EIS should indicate if mechanical ventilation will be re-
quired and what the carbon monoxide levels will be in the park. An National Ambient
Air Quality Standard of 125 parts per million of carbon monoxide for 1-hour has
been established for tunnels. If carbon monoxide levels are predicted to exceed
this standard, mechanical ventilation should be provided.

—
RESPONSES:

2. See FEIS Section 4.1,

3. See FEIS Sections 3.3.2 and 4.2.
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TH 55 Location Impacts

four

The Draft SIS nas provided an assessment of the impacts associated with the
build alternatives, each with the same roadway alignment, but with different
transit alternatives. The majority of the proposed roadway will use the existing
rignt-of-way. The only area where the proposed roadway deviates from the existing
4 | route is between CSAH 62 and tast 52nd Street. The Final EIS should assess tne
feasipility of using more of the exising right-of-way to minimize the introduction
of environmental impacts to another area.

We also note that there is not a direct access to the high occupancy vehicle lanes

at the south end of the project from TH 55. The Final EIS should reevaluate

5 the interchange/intersection between TH 55 and CSAH 62 to determine if an easily
accessable entrance and exist from the hign occupancy vehicle lanes is possible.

Ease of accessibility would induce greater use of these lanes and maximize air

quality benefits.

Free access to TH 55 will pe eliminated if the improvements are implemented, that
is, access will be permitted only at the major intersections. We are concerned
6 that as a consequence, there could be some minor increases in noise and air
emissions in the local neighborhoods. The significance of these potential in-
direct impacts should be evaluated.

Additional Comments

A bicycle route has been included along portions of the proposed route. The
Draft EIS indicated that in the year 2000, as many as 24,000 bicycle trips per
day will be taken in this corridor. Since the central business district is one
7 | of the principal destinations, consideration should be given to providing a
direct bicycle route to it. If a high occupany vehicle lane aliternative or the
light rai) alternative is selected, consideration should be given to adding a
bicycle route to this portion of the project.

Alternatives

Based upon our review of the Draft EIS, we find Alternative 4 to be the environ-
mentally preferable alternative. While we do not have any major objections to
the three remaining build alternatives, we find Alternative 4 will result in

greater mass transit useage, fewer vehicle miles traveled in the region and an
overall improvement in air quality.

L
RESPONSES:

4, See FEIS Section 3.1.2.

5. Access to the HOV lanes from TH 55 was not a factor in the decision regarding
the preferred alternative.

6. The proposed intersections with TH 55 are existing signalized intersections with
the major collector streets serving TH 55. As a result, no significant change
in access patterns is expected and neighborhood impacts will be minimal.

7o FEIS Figure 6~5 shows proposed bicycle trail location with suggested |inkages to

various origin/destination points,
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M. B, GOLDRTRE
United States Department of the Interior way 021983

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20240

In Reply Refer To: PR 2° e
ER 83/309

dr. william R. Lake

Division Administrator

Federal Highway Administration
7th and Robert Streets, Suite 490
St. Paul, Minnesota 55101

Dear Mr. Lake:

This is in response to the request for the Department of the Interior's
comments on the draft environmental/Section 4(f) evaluation for TH-55
and CSAH-62, Minneapolis, Hennepin County, Minnesota.

SECTION 4(f) EVALUATION OOMMENTS

We concur that there is no feasible and prudent alternative to the use
of some Section 4(f) lands for the proposed project. However, we do not
believe that all possible planning has been done to minimize harm.

Field staff of the National Park Service has consulted with the
Minneapolis Park and Recreation Board (MPRB) and with the Minnesota
Historical Society concerning all possible planning to minimize harm to
park, recreational and historic resources. Based on this consultation
and our review, we recommend the following:

1. The final Section 4(f) statement should describe in detail the
actual length and design of the proposed covered roadway/
unnel through Minnehaha Park defined on page 6-34 as being
®_ . aminirum of 470 feet long . . . ." Subalternatives
la., 1b., ard lc., as described in the draft environmental
statement, are for a longer covered roadway/tunnel through the
park. The roadway/tunnel should be of sufficient length and
design to extend continuously under the Longfellow Lagoon and
Minnehaha Parkway.

2. Any new bridge crossing of Minnehaha Creek should provide
sufficient space beneath for a pedestrian walkway along the

creek and for access to the creek for canceing.

_
RESPONSES:

See FEIS Sections 2.3.1 and 6.3.10,

The Minnehaha Creek crossing will be designed fo provide sufficient head room
?nd space for a pedestrian walkway adjacent to the Creek. A canoe access point
is not desirable at this location. The dam which creates Longfellow Lagoon is
Jus?.upsfream from Hiawatha Avenue; downstream a distance of 700 feet from the
dém is Minnehaha Falls. Both dam and Falls are potentially dangerous during
@lgh yafer periods, particularly to novice canoceists. Aiso, a canoe access
immediately adjacent fo Hiawatha Avenue might invite individuals to stop on the
shgulder and unload a canoe from their car. Due to the nature of the creek
adJagenf land uses and roadway networks, it is neither possible nor desirabie to
pfovnde.a canoe access in this area, but a safe canoe landing may be provided
either in Longfellow Lagoon or on Minnehaha Creek above Minnehaha Parkway.

5-9
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Ar. william R, Lake 2

3.  Any build alternative which passes by Minnehaha Depot
(Princess Station} should be a minimum of 50 feet away from
the depot and should be depressed so as to eliminate the need
for a noise wall. The proposed measures to minimize harm
described on page 7-18 are insufficient to protect this
important cultural resource.

4. Tne location and design of any Light Rail Transit (LRT)
shelters to be included within the Warehouse Preservation
District should be coordinated with and approved by tne
Minnesota State Historic Preservation Qfficer (SHPO), who is
Mr. Rrussell W, Fridley, Director, Minnesota Historical
society, 690 Cedar Street, St. Paul, Minnesota 55101.

5. Coordination with the MPRB3 should be continued regarding
measures to minimize harm to Minnehaha Park. The final
section 4(f) statement should evidence MPRB approval of such
measures.

6. Coordination with both the MPRB and the SHPO should be
continued regarding measures to minimize harm to Minnehaha
.Depot. The final Section 4(f) statement should evidence their
approval of such measures.

The Department does not concur that there is no feasible and prudent
alternative to relocating the R.F. Jones House, an historic property
within the Minnehaha Historic District. The final Section 4(f)
statement, in accordance with 23 CFR 771.135, ". ., . must demonstrate
that there are unigue problems or unusual factors involved in the use of
alternatives [which would require such relocation] and that the cost,
environmental impacts, or community disruption resulting from such
alternatives reaches extraordinary magnitudes,"” If it can be shown that
there is no feasible and prudent alternative to such relocation, all
proposed measures to minimize harm should be described in tne final
Section 4{f) statemeni to permit evaluation thereof.

It is stated on page 6~33 that "since Alternatives 1 through 4 each
involve some taking of parkland, land will be made available to replace
that loss. Once a final alternative is selected, the amount and type of
replacement planned will be negotiated as mitigation for the loss." The
final Section 4(f) statement should include specific data on progosed
Section 6(f) replacewent lands for the selected alternative which
satisfy the replacement requirements of the law. The replacement lands
shown in the chart on page 6-6 might suffice for Section 6(f) compliance
purposes, but we cannot evaluate a proposal to consider these lands for
Section 6(f) replacement until such a proposal is made. Compliance with
Section 6(f) should be coordinated through Mr. Steven Thorne, Deputy
Commissioner, Department of Watural Resources, 301 Centennial Building,
Box 11, St. Paul, Minnesota 55155,

RESPONSES:
See FEIS Section 6.3.10.
The Memorandum ‘of Agreement (FEIS Section 7,0) required by the Section 106 pro-
cess ensures that continued coordination will take place with the Minnesota
Historical Society regarding the location and design of LRT shelters.
See FEIS Section 6.0 and 7.0.
See FEIS Section 6.4,

See FEIS Section 6.3.5.
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Hr. William R. Lane 3

ENVIROWMENTAL STATENMENT COMMENTS

The draft envirommental statement aoes not discuss the geology or soils
of the proposed project area, and none of the 32 related Technical
Reports referenced in pages ll-l tnrougn 11-3 appear to be concerned
with these topics.

Because a covered roadway or tunnel is proposed through Minnenaha Park,
the statement would benefit from a discussion of subsurface materials
which would oe encountered in excavation and an evaluation of any

15 related environmental impacts. For example, it appears that the impacts
of a tunnel under Minnehaha Creek, proposed under one alternative, may
depend in part on the tyve of subsurface materials that are encountered
(vage 5-77, paragrapn 5).

FISH AND WILDLIFE COORDINATION ACT CQOMMENTS

Design alternatives for the TH-55 crossing of Minnehaha Creek may
require a Corps of Enginzers' permit under Section 404 of the Clean
Water Act., During the period of public review of the permit
application, the Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) would likely propose
measures to minimize negative impacts to Minnenaha Creek. Therefore,
the FWS would like to be involved in planning the final design for the

16 TH=55 crossing of the waterway. This could ensure that permit issuance
would not be delayed by FWS input under the Fish and Wildlife
Coordination Act,

SUIHARY COMMENTS

The Department of the Interior has no objection to Section 4(f) approval
of this project, providing the taking of R.F., Jones House is
reconsidered aiki the measures to minimize harm discussed above are
adequately addressed in the final Section 4(f) evaluation.

In the meantime, our Bureaus at the Field level are willing to cooperate
and coordinate with you on a technical assistance basis in further
project evaluation and assessment. For matters pertaining to cultural,
park, and recreational resources, please contact the Regional Director,
Midwest Region, National Park Service, 1709 Jackson Street, Omaha,
Nebraska 68102 (Telephone: FTS 864-3431 or Commercial (402) 221-3431).
For questions pertaining to fish and wildlife resources, please contact
the Field Supervisor, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Ecological
Services, 333 Sibley Street, St, Paul, Minnesota 55101 (Telephone: FTS
725-7131 or Comrercial (612) 725-7131).

. _____________________________________________________________________________________ |
RESPONSES:

15, See FEIS Section 3.6,

16. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service will be involved in the planning of the TH 55
crossing of Minnehaha Creek.



Mr. william R. Lake

We appreciate the opportunity to provide these comments.

[e o]

Sincerely,

-
AL %"'/7{.‘//

/. Bruce Blanchard, Director
Environmental Project Review

Mr. Peter A, Fausch

Assistant Commissioner

Public Transportation/Planning Division
iMinnesota Department of Transportation
John Ireland Boulevard

St. Paul, Minnesota 55155

Mr. Max Goldberg

Project Director

Hiawatha Avenue Corridor Study
City of Minneapolis

3174 City Hall

Minneapolis, Minnesota 55415

Mr. Russell W. Fridley

Director, Minnesota Historical Society
6390 Cedar Street

St. Paul, Minnesota 55101

Mr. Steven Thorne

Deputy Commissioner

Departhent of Natural Resources
301 Centennial Building, Box 11
St. Paul, Mimnesota 55155

Mr. Albert D, Wittman

Assistant Superintendent for Planning
Park and Recreation Board

310 South Fourth Avenue

Minneapolis, Minnesota 55415
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Advisory

Council On M §.GOme:Re
Historic JUN g1 1983
Preservation

1522 K Street, NW
Washington, DC 20003

MAY 2 61983

Mr. Willjiam R. Lake

Division Administrator

Federal Highway Administration
Suite 490, Metro Square Building
7th and Roberts Street

St. Paul, MN 55101

Dear Mr. Lake:

Recently your office requested our.review of the Draft Envirommental
Impact Statement (DEIS) for the proposed reconstruction of TH 55 (Hiawatha
Avenue) and CSAH 62 in Minneapolis, Minnesota. While we are pleased to
respond to this request, the recommendations in this letter do not
constitute the comments of the Council pursuant to Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act. As you know, Council comments are
obtained through the process set out in 36 CFR Part 800 and, while we
encourage a close coordination of this process with the environmental
impact process, circulation of the DEIS is not a substitute. We look
forward to working with your office to provide the Council's comments as
your planning for this project progresses.

Overall, the DEIS provides an accurate, thorough evaluation of impacts
upon historic properties. It discloses all known properties, and provides
a thoughtful discussion of possible impacts upon them and some reflection
on alternatives and mitigative measures. The DEIS is limited only in
aspects that are valid at this early stage of planning and that are

17' fully set forth in the document: not all archeological properties have
been identified, and the details of some alternatives, such as the light

rail system in the business district, are not sufficiently detailed to

permit an assessment of impacts. These will require more extensive

18 analysis and consultation as planning proceeds, but appear to be matters

that can be acceptably mitigated. :

Other impacts of the proposal appear to be mainly those on the Minnehaha
Historic District within the Minnehaha Park. While the entire historic

19 district will be affected, direct impacts are concentrated on the R. F.

Jones House, the Minnehaha Depot, and the Minnehaha Falls. Planning for
these properties will have to continue, particularly to explore all

|
RESPONSES:

17. The area was surveyed for archeological artifacts and as indicated in the letter
dated December 2, 1983 from the Minnesota Historical Society, no artifacts were
found in the project area.

18. Details of the LRT line in the Minneapolis CBD will be developed in consultation
with the Council, the SHPO and the MHS,

19, See FEIS Section 6.0 (4(f) Statement).



2
alternatives to avoid altering the falls and to preserve the depot and
its environment. However, the DEIS demonstrates an awareness of these

issues and the intention to fully address them in further planning.

We hope these comments are helpful and look forward to working with you
further on this project.

Sincerely,

////%

Don L. Klima

Chief, Eastern Division
of Project Review
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‘i i UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
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T p 1c ation
ST

NAR 30 1522 M.B. GO RE
APR 04 1983

REF. NO.: 330

Mr. Max Goldberg

City of Minneapoliis
317 M City Hall
Minneapolis, MN 55415

Dear Mr. Goldberg:

This is in reference to your Draft Environmental Impact Statement/
Section 4(f) Evaluation and Alternatives Analysis associated with the
reconstruction of TH 55 and construction of the CSAH 62 extension in
Hennepin County, Minneapolis, Minnesota. Enclosed are comments from the
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration. ’

Thank you for giving us an opportunity to provide these comments,
which we hope will be of assistance to you. We would appreciate receiv-
ing two copies of the final environmental impact statement.

Sincerely,

?—,—7“——4«/,.,/
oyce M. Wood

Chief
Ecology and Conservation Division

Enclosure

10TH ANNIVERSARY 1970- 1980

National O ic and A heric Administration
A young agency with a mStons

tradiuon of service to the Nation




Hashington, N.C. 20230

T0: PpP2 - Joyce M, WOod .  ’ L
FROM: N - K. E. TaggaréﬁVﬁ"f@?;

SURBJECT: DEIS 8303.05 - TH 55 (Hiawatha Avenue), Hennepin County,
Hinneapolis, Minnesota

The subject statement has been reviewed within the areas of the National
Ocean Service's (MNS) responsihility and expertise, and in terms of the
impact of the proposed action on NOS activities and projects.

Geodetic control survey monuments may be located in the proposed project
area. If there is any planned activity which will disturb or destroy these
monuments, NOS requires not less than 90 days' notification in advance of

2() such activity in order to plan for their relocation., MNS recommends that
funding for this project includes the cost of any relocation required for
NOS monuments. For further information about these monuments, please contact
Mr. John Spencer, Nirectnr, National Geodetic Information Center (N/CGI7) or
Mr. Charles Novak, Chief, Metwork Maintenance Branch (N/CG162), at AO01
Executive Boulevard, Rockville, M 20852,

10TH ANNIVERSARY 1970-1980
National O ic and A heric Administration

A young agency with 3 historic
tradition of service to the Nation

RESPONSES:

20, |f any NOS geodetic control survey monuments will be affected, plans wi!l be
coordinated with tThe NOS, and the cost of relocation will be included with other

project costs.
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W 3. &0l RE

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY e,
ST PAUL DISTRICT CORPS OF ENGINEERS MoR 20 123
135 U S POST OFFICE & CUSTOM HOUSE :

REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF:

Construction-Uperaticns
kerulatory Functions (C3-0034-09)

Mr, Max Goldbers

City Planninz Department
317 Minneapelis Citv Hall
5341

Minneapolis, Minneosta

Dear Mr, Goldberg:

ST PAUL MINNESOTA 55101

Mareh 23, 19s3

Ut

e have reviewed vour Draft Environmental Impact statement/4(F)
evaluation submitted regarding TH55 (Hiawatha Avenue).

None of the alternatives would affect anv existing or nlarnced
St. Paul Corps of Engineers projects.

A Corps of Engineers permit mav be required under Section 404
of the Clear Water Act for the crossins of Minnehaha Creek. However,
more detailed construction plans would be required to confirm the
need for a permit.

Please send us a copy of the final EIS when it becomes avail-

able.

If you have ani' questions, please contact Ms, Ruby Wilson at
(612) 725-7775.

Sincerely,

T Ty e
4~Pennis E. Cin

Chief, Regulatory Functions Branch

Construction-Operations Division

L ]|
RESPONSES:

When more detailed construction

wiltl

be contacted.

If a permit is required, an application will

that time to the Corps.

plans become available, the Corps of Engineers

be submitted at



DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

TAAILING ADDRESS
UNITED STATES COAST GUARD - lobr) e
ol i
M. B. GO, RE Tel. 314-425-4607

MAR 22 1983 16590”5 279-4607

14 March 1983

Mr. Lyle L. Hansen, Director

Office of Design Services

Minnesota Department of Transportation
Transportation Building

St. Paul, MN 55155

Re: DEIS/Section 4(f) Evaluation for T.H. 55 and CSAH 62 in Minneapolis,
Hennepin County, iinnesota FHWA=MN~-E15-33-01-D

Dear Mr. Hansen:

Thank you for your letter of 22 February 1983 forwarding a copy of the
Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the project referenced above.
Our review has determined the proposed project will not involve con-
struction of any bridges across navigable waterways and, therefore, no
bridge permits will be required.

If the project plans change to include crossing either the Mississippi
or Minnesota Rivers, please notify this office so we can review the
plans and determine whether a bridge permit will be required.

Sincerely,

S. W. THOROUGHMAN ~ " > -~ ~ ~ -
Chief, Bridge Branch
By direction of the District Commander

ce: M. Goldberg (Orig.) MPLS.
W.M. Crawford
L .L. Hansen
R. Morast .
Public Hearing File
File



DEFPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATIOM

TEDTRAL A IATION ADMUINISTRETION
Airports District Office M. B. GOLDRTRE
6301 - 34th Avenue South a

Minneapolis, Minnesota 55450 1982

M. 8. GOlDRFRG

March 30, 1983 APR 0. 1983

Mr. Max Goldberg .

City of Minneapolis

317 M City Hall

Minneapolis, Minnesota 55415

Re: 330
FHWA-MN-EIS-83-01-D
Draft Environmental Impact Statement/
Section 4(f) Evaluation and Alternatives
Analysis for Trunk Highway 55 and County State
Alid Highway 62 in Minneapolis, Hennepin County, MN
Minnesota Project IDF 022-1 (72}
State Projects 2724-87 and 2725-43 on TH 55 (Hiawatha Ave.)
from 59th St. $. to Franklin Ave.
State Project 27-662~41 and Hennepin County Project 8115
on CSAH 62 (Crosstown Hgwy) from TH 55 to 46th Ave. S.

Dear Mr. Goldberg:

We have reviewed the subject Draft Environmental "Impact Statement,
transmitted by your letter dated February 22, 1983. Our only comment
is to state that any proposed construction on or near Minneapolis-

221 st. Paul International Airport will need to be reviewed by the
Federal Aviation Administration for conformance with Federal Aviation
Regulation, Part 77.

Thank you for the opportunity of reviewing the Draft EIS.
Sincerely,
:Z&leose Czlggl/

Theodore A. Wendland,/Jr.
Manager, Airports

llllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllIlIllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllll
RESPONSES:

22. in conformance with Federal Aviation Regulation, Part 77, plans for construction
on or near the Minneapo!is-St. Paul International Airport will be submitted for

review by the Federal Aviation Administration.
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Madicai Canter 54th Street and
48th Avenue South
Minneapohis, MN 55417

\AY Veterans

2 . ce - on
Administration (S K]
October 21, 1983

In Reptvy Refer To 6‘ 8“ 38
. Mr. Max Goldberg
Project Director
Hiawatha Avenue Corridor Study
Room 210, City Hall
Minneapolis, MN 55415

SUBJ: Hiawatha Avenue (TH 55) Environmental Impact Statement
Dear Mr. Goldberg:

We appreciate past courtesies afforded the Veterans Administration
Medical Center (VAMC) in discussing with us the various proposals
relating to the development of the Hiawatha (TH 55) Corridor.

We are generally in agreement with any of the alternatives presented
in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 4(f) dated November, 1982.

23 However, we have just become aware that further consideration is
underway regarding the routing of TH 55 in a manner that may adversely
impact on the property of the VAMC.

On March 20, 1973, approximately 175 acres of VAMC property was deeded
to the Minnesota Highway Department for the purpose of highway con-
struction. In planning the design of our replacement hospital, we
purposely sited all of our facility on the west side of the new TH 55
right-of-way to eliminate our need to cross this heavily travelled
traffic artery. The consolidation of our facility required the
utilization of most of our remaining property that had previously been
open space or improved lawn. Funding for the replacement hospital has
been provided and construction {s in progress. We are currently con-
structing a 150 space parking lot in the open area immediately south
of 54th Street and east of TH 55. The enclosed drawing indicates the
Tocation of the replacement hospital builidings and the associated
vehicle parking space. Please note that there is no opportunity to
widen the existing TH 55 (Minnehaha Avenue) right-of-way through VAMC
property.

Please be advised that the Veterans Administratfon would not favor any
plan that would propose further encroachment on VAMC property.

/
L /é”_/-
I:%RBARA LLAGHER
/ Acting Medical Cester Director

Encl.

RESPONSES:

23. See FEIS Section 3.1.2.
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13, 3. GOWLRE

. . . - MAR - . 1983
United States Department of the Interior * ”
BUREAU OF MINES
TWIN CHTHE S RESEARCH vl N R
SSEAHNNTTENEEY ANV ENT G st i
MINSNE APOTIN MINNG Sy T March S, 1983

Mr. Max Goldberg

City of Minneapolis

317 M City Hall

Minneapolis, Minnesota 534153

Dear Mr. Goldberp:

In regard to Lyle L. Hansen's request of Februarv 22, 1983, thank vou for the
opportunity to review the document 330 FHWA-MN-EIS-83-01-D, Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (DEIS)/Section 4(f) Evaluation and Alternative Analysis for
TH55 and CSAH 62, Minneapolis, Minnesota. Our comments below are limited to
impacts on the Bureau of Mines (BuMines) facility by the Hiawatha Avenue
Corridor project.

1. Page 3-14 (figure 6-A). How do we get to BuMines when traveling from the
west on CSAH 627

~

Page 3-25 (figures 3-12 and 6-1A). What will be the pedestrian access
to/from the BuMines and the 57th Street LRT stop? Will unacceptable foor
and motor vehicle patterns exist here?

3. What will be the projected air quality (page 5-34) and noise (page 5-42)
impacts on the BuMines Main Building and Building 49 from transportation
sources at the intersections where the Bureau of Mines road crosses the HOV
lane and the 4-lane roadway?

4. Page 5-76. Will the existing drainage pattern be adversely affected or
improved, especially in vicinity of BuMines Building #9?

5. Page 5-78. Concerning construction, will unacceptable noise, ground vibra-
tion, and air quality impacts exist? How long will comstruction take in the

vicinity of the BuMines? Will access to the BuMines be severely disrupted?

6. Page 5-82 (figure 6-1A). The figure is not clear 'on how the proposed
pedestrian/bicycle trail connects with the BuMines.

7. Figure 5-10. Will plantings and the berm exist to the west of the BuMines
Main Building as visual and noise buffering?

8. Page 9~1. From earlier correspondence, we understand that this DEIS has
been sent to the U.S. Department of Interior, Washington, D.C.

We would appreciate recieving a copy of the Final Envirommental Impact
Statement [FEIS/4(f)] when it becomes available.

Sincere ly,CJ 3 g

. CORWINE, Research Director
Twin Cities Research Center

RESPONSES:

24,

25.

26,

27.

Access will be via Minnehaha Avenue interchange.

Sidewalks and pedestrian signals will be provided where significant pedestrian
traffic is expected.

Estimates of noise levels expected at the Bureau of Mines were presented in the
DEIS, noise receiver #1. The predicted noise levels of L, 59.8 dBA and

L 55.5 dBA do not exceed state noise standards. Carbon monoxide con-
céntrations at the Main Building were presented in the DEIS, receptor R2. CO
concentrations are predicted to be less than 2 PPM, 8~hour average which is well

below the standard of 9 PPM.

Highway runoff will not adversely affect adjacent properties.

5-21




L |
RESPONSES:

28. Noise and air quality conditions may be slightly worse during construction of

the proposed facility, but applicable local and state requlations wiil not be
violated. Coordination with the Bureau of Mines will be undertaken to assess
the potential for interference with vibration-sensitive equipment. |If that
potential exists, steps will be taken to minimize the adverse effect. The sche-
dule for construction has not been established. Access to the Bureau of Mines
will be maintained during construction.

29. FEIS Figure 6-~5 shows the proposed bicycle location with suggested linkages to
origin/destination points,

30, No plantings or berming is planned in the vicinity of the Bureau of Mines.
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4 M.B. GOLDTERG
FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION
TerCaGT RES ANAL DFFCE MAR 04’ 1983
SEOR'. STREET. ROOM 3:3¢
fed NOIS 60604
March 2, 1983

Mr. Max Goldberg

City of Minneapolis

317 M. City Hall
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55415

Reference: 330 FHWA-MK-EIS=-83-01-D
Dear Mr. Goldberg:

This is in response to your recent request inviting our review and comments
on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for TH 55 (Hiawatha Avenue) 4(f)
Evaluation and Analysis.

Comments of this office are made in accordance with the National Enviroanmental
Policy Act of 1969 and the August 1, 1973 Guidelines of the Council on Environ-
mental Quality. Our review of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement is to
determine the effect on matters concerning the Federal LCnergy Regulatory Com-—
mission's responsibilities. Such responsibilities stem from the Federal Power
Act and the Natural Gas Act and relate to the licensing of non-Federal hydro-
electric projects and associated transmission lines; participation in planning
and development of Federal hydroelectric projects; certification for construc-
tion and operation of natural gas pipeline facilities, defined to include both
interstate pipeline and terminal facilities; and the permission and approval
required for the abandonment of natural gas pipeline facilities.

Because the above-noted proposed plan would not pose a major obstacle to the
construction or operation of such facilities and because the Draft does not
indicate that existing natural gas or hydroelectric developments would be
adversely affected, we have no specific comments.

These comments are of this office and therefore do not necessarily represent
the views of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission. Please note the address
changes for future correspondence.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this Draft Environmental Impact

Statement.
Sincerely,

Lawrence F. Coffill, P.E.
Acting Regional Engineer
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Minnesota Poliution Control Agency
RECEIVED

APR 2113983

April 20, 1983 —

Mr. Max Goldberg

City of Minneapolis

323M City Hall

Minneapolis, Minnesota 55415

Dear Mr. Goldberg:

The Minnescta Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) has reviewed the
draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and Section 4 (f)
Evaluation and alternatives analysis for the Hiawatha Corridor
and has comments to offer in the areas of air quality, noise and
water quality.

Air Quality

According to Agency rule APC-19, an indirect source permit is re-
quired for any modified highway project which will increase the
average annual daily traffic volume by 10,000 or more vehicles
per day within 10 years after completion of the modification. The
Hiawatha Corridor improvement is scheduled for completion in mid
1991 (conversation with Bob Morost of the Golden Valley District
on April 6, 1983), It appears from Table 2-4 on page 2-21 of the

31 draft EIS that certain segments of the roadway, if not the entire
project, would require an indirect source permit. Please contact
Susanne Pelly at 296~7739 regarding the need for an indirect source
pernit for the project. .

It appears, from Table 5-14 on page 5-40 of the draft EIS, that
the carbon monoxide concentrations associated with the build alter-
natives for the project will be well below the federal and state
ambient air quality standards for carbon monoxide. The highest 8
hour and one hour average concentrations, 6.8 ppm and 14.0 ppm re-~
spectively, for the build alternatives will occur at receptor site
No. 42 at the intersection of Hiawatha Avenue and 24th Street with
alternative 2 (the alternative copsisting of the four lane highway
with grade separation of the High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) roadway)
in the year 2010.

Phone: (612) 296=7301

1935 West County Road B2. Roseville. Minnesota 55113-2785
Regional Offices * Duluth/Brainerd/Detroit Lakes/Marshall/Rochester
Equal Opportunity Empioyer
L. ]

RESPONSES:

31« An Indirect Source Permit is required for construction of TH 55 and will be
applied for.
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33

34

Mr. Goldberg

Page Two
April 20, 1983

The federal and state standards would only be exceeded if the corri-
dor was not upgraded, that is, with the no build option. A carbon
monoxide concentration of 9.1 ppm would occur with the no build
option at one site, site 38 at the intersection of Lake Street and
Hennepin Avenue, in the year 2010. The federal and state 8 hour
standard is 9.0 ppm.

The draft EIS states that air quality monitoring was conducted for
one month to determine background carbon monoxide concentrations
at three sites near the corridor (results are presented in Table
4-4 on page 4-27)., The carbon monoxide concentrations used for
the background concentrations for the air gquality analysis for the
project are presented in Table 5-~13.

It is not clear, however, how these specific background carbon
monoxide concentrations were selected. The method used should be
documented in the final EIS. In addition, the corrections used

for the wind speed and seasonal mixing height should be identified.
Moreover, the specific month(s) of the year when monitoring was
conducted should be identified and a correction factor applied if
the monitoring was not conducted in the "worst case" fall or winter
months. If the background concentrations need to be adjusted, the
final EIS should contain revised air gquality analysis results.

The draft EIS contains an incomplete discussion of the covered
roadway and tunnel alternatives, subalternativies a, b, and c.

The final EIS must quantify the carbon monoxide concentrations
which will occur in the tunnel and the covered roadways with peak
hour traffic volumes under normal and congested (emergency) oper-
ating conditions. It must also identify the conditions under
which the Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA) and Occupational
Safety and Health Administration’s (OSHA) carbon monoxide standards
(a one hour concentration of 125 ppm, a four hour concentration
of 75 ppm and an eight hour concentration of 50 ppm) would be
violated.

The TUNVEN A/Q tunnel model, or an equivalent air quality model,
and Mobile 2 emission factors should be used for this analysis.

If the standards are to be violated, which would most likely

occur with congested conditions, some form of alert system (traffic
surveillance or air quality monitoring system, as is proposed in
draft EIS on page 5-42) or artificial ventilation may be necessary.
A state indirect source permit can not be granted if a violation
of the tunnel standards will occur. In addition, the f£inal EIS
should discuss potential alternate hazardous materials truck routes
and their environmental (air and noise) impacts. Trucks trans=-
porting hazardous materials will not be allowed in the tunnpel or
covered roadways. .

O —
RESPONSES: '

32.

33.

34.

See FE!S Section 3.3.1.

See FEIS Sections 3.3.2 and 4.2.

See FEIS Section 3.7. The transport of hazardous material

is regutated by the

Minnesota Department of Transportation and the Department of Pubiic Safety.
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Moreover, the final EIS must contain an analysis of the carbon
monoxide concentrations which will occur adjacent to the tunnel
or covered roadway portals for congested conditions (low vehicle
speeds). If the 8 hour or one hour average carbon monoxide
standards could be exceeded, mitigative measures must be proposed.

The air guality analysis of ambient lead concentrations for the
project is adequate since there are no major point sources of lead
located near the project corridor.

In addition to those measures included in the draft EIS, construction
related fugitive dust emissions should also be controlled by measures
such as ceasing operations during periods of high winds and covering
or applying dust suppressants to truck loads to prevent the escape

of materials. The fugitive dust control measures should be incor-
porated into the overall erosion control plan for the project.

Noise

Noise issues are fairly well addressed in the draft EIS. Con-

struction-related noise impacts are adequately addressed. The

"no build" alternative would have the most adverse noise impact
(more residences would experience noise levels above the state

standards) since no noise abatement is planned for this alter~

native.

With abatement, violations of the state daytime standard would
occur only with one build alternative (at one residence with alter-
native 1). Violations of the state nighttime standard would occur
with all build alternatives because of the breaks in noise barriers
at signalized intersections.

However, the draft EIS does not quantify the number of medical,
religious, commercial (motel), and industrial establishments which
will experience noise levels over the state standards. Also, noise
levels which will occur at the parkland, with abatement, should

be given. The draft EIS on page 5-46 states that the industrial
land uses immediately adjacent to TH 55 are not noise sensitive.
However, a wide variety of industrial land activities are protected
by NAC-3 and it is highly likely that some of the industrial land
uses along the Hiawatha Corridor would fit into this category.

The final EIS should state which establishments and land uses other
than residences will experience violations of the state noise
standards with and without abatement for each alternative. Also,
it is not clear if noise from the Light Rail Transit component

was added to Table 5-19 for the assessment of residences with re-
gard to the state daytime and nighttime standards.

O
RESPONSES:

35. See FEIS Sections 3,3.2 and 4.2.

36, These additional dust control measures will be applied as necessary. See FEIS

Section 4.5.1.

37. See FEIS Section 3.2.2.

38, See FEIS Section 3.2.1.

39, LRT noise will occur less than 10% of an hour even during peak operations. As

result, LRT noise will not effect the Lyig or Lgg levels,
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As you know, the state noise standards must be met by compliance
or a state variance must be obtained. Further noise questions
should be directed to Dave Kelso at 296-7372. Mr. Kelso will
handle the noise issues for the indirect source permit and for
the variance, if needed, for the project.

The staff has noted a few errors in the noise impact analysis.
It is stated in the draft EIS on page 4-28 that monitored sites
40| 8 and 10 exceeded the state daytime standards; site 1 also ex-
ceeded these standards. In addition, the Lgg daytime standard
of 60 dBA was not exceeded at site B as is also stated on this

page.

On page 5=46 of the draft EIS, it is stated that the design hourly
traffic volumes used for the noise impact analysis for the daytime
noise level predictions were 8 percent of the average daily traffic.
41 Eight percent may be a little low since the highest hourly percent
of the 24 hour two-way traffic for Hennepin County is 8.63%, which
occurs between 4:00 to 5:00 pm. This could have lead to an under
prediction of daytime noise levels by the model. The percentage
of average daily traffic appears to be reasonable for the peak
42 I nighttime hour. It should be noted, that our staff considers a
3 dBA, not 10 dBA, increase in noise levels to be significant.

Water Quality

The discussion on the existing water guality in Section 4.2.5
should be clarified and expanded., The use classification for
Minnehaha Creek is 2B, 3C, 4A&B, 5 and 6. This use classification
allows for propagation and maintenance of cool or warm water
fisheries and is suitable for aquatic recreation of all kinds,
including bathing. In addition, these waters can be used for
industrial cooling and materials transport without a high degree
43 of treatment, and agricultural and wildlife uses., The statement

is made in Section 4.2.5 that Minnehaha Creek is generally ac-
ceptable for these classifications. However, in Section 5.1.25,
it is stated that Minnehaha Creek is generally low in guality as
evidenced by the species of fish present. The final EIS should
present data to substantiate these statements. Minnehaha Creek
is greatly influenced by seasonal flows and stormwater runcff.
The MPCA monitoring station at the confluence of Minnehaha Creek
and the Mississippi River was discontinued in 1965. Therefore,
this Agency has not collected any recent data on this stream.
However, recent data may be available from other sources and, if
available, should be included in the draft EIS. .

e
RESPONSES:

40, Site 1 is within an area of Minnehaha Park which is not developed for an active
use. The applicable standard is NAC-2, which is not exceeded.

The DE!S statement that the L50 standard was exceeded at Site 8 was in error.

41, Traffic counts conducted on Hiawatha Avenue by the Minnesota Department of Trans-
portation and the City of Minneapolis found that the peak hour, as a percentage
of the 24-hour traffic, ranged from 7.3 percent to 8.1 percent, Traffic fore-
casts presented in Section 3 of the DEIS were used in the noise analysis. Peak
hour volumes are expected to range from 7.5-9.0 percent of daily volumes on TH 55.

42. The DEIS refers to a 10 dBA change in noise leveis as substantial. A change of
3 dBA or more is a significant and noticeable change in noise levels,

43, See FEIS Sections 3.5 and 4.3.
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The Mississippi River at its confluence with Minnehaha Creek is
classified 2B&C, 3B&C, 4A&B, 5 and 6, and allows for essentially
the same uses as Minnehaha Creek. However, the water gquality
standards for some parameters in this reach of the Mississippi
River are somewhat more restrictive. The Mississippi River in
this reach is not an industrial class stream as indicated in
Section 4.2.5 of the draft EIS. The MPCA maintains several moni=-
toring stations on the Mississippi River. The nearest monitoring
stations to this project are located at the St. Paul Rowing Club
below the Wabasha Street bridge and at the Minneapolis Water Works
intake in Fridley. The data from these stations are available at
the MPCA offices and should be utilized in any discussion of the
water guality impact on the Mississippi River from this project.

In the MPCA comment letter dated September 11, 1981 to you, the
issues of spills control and erosion control were raised. It was
stated in the letter that the extent of spills impacts may vary
with each alternative and until a spills analysis is prepared, it
is premature to rule out water resources concerns as a factor in
the choices among alternatives. The draft EIS has not done this.
It would be appropriate to discuss feasible mitigative measures
for spills control and incorporate these measures in a spills
control plan. Although the actual plan may not be completed in
final form, the EIS could discuss the areas of highest potential
risk for each alternative and the types of control measures that
could be implemented in these areas. Typical mitigative measures
could include specific management practices such as a coordinated
notification system designating people or agencies responsible
for clean up operation and limiting truck traffic. Some design
considerations that could be utilized are catch basins on curb
and gutter sections that can be easily blocked, retention basins
and grass ditches. These suggestions are not meant to be all
inclusive but are given as some typical measures.

Erosion control measures have been treated in a similar manner as
spill control in the draft EIS. Erosion control measures very
often coincide with spills control and also can serve as storm
water management measures. The draft EIS should have identified
areas sensitive to erosion for each alternative and discussed
feasible mitigative measures for these areas. In the September 11,
1983 letter, MPCA staff also requested that the city develop an
erosion control plan for the crossing of Minnehaha Creek for each
alternative. Although some mention is made of the need for di~
verting Minnehaha Creek and the potentially severe adverse impact
on water quality for the tunnel alternatives, no detailed analysis
is given demonstrating the relative impacts of these alternatives.
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While some control techniques are identified in Section 5.1.25,
specific erosion control measures should be discussed for each
alternative and should enter into the entire alternative analysis
for the project.

In Section 5.2.6, it is stated that minor adverse impacts on water
quality in the Mississippi River will occur. The data substanti-
ating this statement should be given in the final EIS or referenced.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Hiawatha Corridor
draft EIS. The Agency highly favors the transit improvement options,
improved bus access, High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lane, and Light
Rail Transit options, which are a part of this project.

If you have any guestions about these comments, please contact
Deborah R. Pile, Director, Office of Planning and Review (296-7216).

Sincerely, —~

: [
, p st
Sandra S. Gardebring 2
Executive Director &

S8G:pak
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44

45

FILENDG

April 14, 1983

R.£ GoDRERG
Mr. Max Goldberg sttt
City of Minneapolis

317M City Hall

Minneapolis, Minnesota 55415

RE: DOEIS for T.H. 55 (Hiawatha Avenue), Minneapolis
Dear Mr. Goldberg:

The Department of Natural Resources (DNR) has reviewed the
above-referenced document and offers the following comments for your
consideration.

DMR's primary concerns relate to Minnehaha Creek. We would not recommend
adoption of the sub-alternatives (1-4 ¢} calling for tunneling under the
creek. Tunneling would result in major impacts during construction, including
dewatering and creek diversion. It would also affect groundwater movement. A
bridge should be acceptable at this location since the presemt road crosses
the creek on a bridge; and the new bridge alternatives would not result in any
flood fiow or stage increases.

Since Minnehaha Creek is a protected water, a ONR permit will be required
for whichever creek crossing alternative selected. A temporary water
appropriations permit would be required for any dewatering. In addition, the

city's floodplain ordinance must be complied with.

There is the potential for erosion and sedimentation during comstruction,

46' and adequate measures should be taken to minimize these problems. Also, the

DEIS indicates that all the surface water runoff from the creek area will be

47I discharged into the Mississippi River. We strongly recommend that storm water

retention ponds be provided to minimize pollution from highway runoff.

If you have any gquestions regarding these comments, please call Ken Wald
of my staff at 296-4790.

Si ely, (
\ Thomas W. Balcom
T<fy/5nvironmental Review Coordinator

TWB:pje
2278

cc: Ron Harnack
Karen Loechier
Kent Lokkesmoe
AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER

i

RESPONSES:

44,

45,

46.

47,

The preferred alternative ‘does not include th i
o preferted o e tunnel subalternative under

C DNR permf? application will be submitted as specific bridge design details
ecowe ava|!ablg. If dewatering becomes necessary, a temporary appropriations
permit ?ppllcaflon will be submitted. Design of the bridge wil! be in confor-
mance with the city's floodplain ordinance.

See FEIS Section 4.5.1.

See FEIS Section 4.3,
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MINNESOTA HISTORICAL SOCIETY

FOUNDED IN 1849 690 Cedar Street, St. Paul, Minnesota 55101 «  1612) 296126

Ly 2 ewmAves
P T

April 13, 1983

Mr. Max Goldberg

City of Minneapolis

323M City Hall

Minneapolis, Minnesota 55415k

Dear Mr. Goldberg:
Re: TH 55 (Hiawatha Avenue) Draft
Environmental Impact Statement
and 4(f) Evaluation

MHS Referral File Number: N21

Thank you for the opportunity to review the above referenced document.

It has been reviewed pursuant to responsibilities given the State Historic
Preservation Office by the National Historic Preservation Act of 1066 and
the procedures of the National Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
(36 CFR 800).

It appears that the statement is, generally, an accurate and adequate
deseription of the potential impacts on historic resources from the various
construction alternatives.

We remain particularly concermed about the potentizl impact on the Minnehaha
Depot, located in the Minnehaha Historic District. The possibility of a
noise wall in close proximity to this building, which is currently in open
view from all sides, is disturbing. We would urge close study of the
possibility of eliminating the noise wall in this area and keeping the
roadway as far from the building as possible. The Mimneapolis Park Board
has suggested a recreational reuse of a section of the railroad trackage

to the west of the station; retention of the tracks would help to maintain
the historic setting of the depot.

We look forward to working further with you in dealing with the potential
impacts on the depot as well as on other historic resources in the corridor.

If you have any questions regarding our review of this project, please do
not hesitate to contact Dennis A. Gimmestad, Assistant State Historic
Preservation Officer, Fort Smelling History Center, St. Paul, MN 55111,
telephone 726-1171.

Sincerely,

7 L
:;Lw;—/A "=
Russell W. Fridley
State Historic Preservation Officer

RESPONSES:

The noise wall will be set back approximately 50 feet from the Depot. A
possible concept design showing the noise wall with landscaping is shown in
Figure 6-6. The noise wall cannot be eliminated because it is a required con-
dition for construction of Hiawatha Avenue through Minnehaha Park.

The preferred alternative would allow retention of the railroad tracks.
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M.B. GODSE

. MAR 038 1983
STATE OF MINNESOTA
DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS
VETERANS SERVICE BUILDING
SAINT PAUL, MINN. S5155
OFFICE OF THE March 2, 1983 2783

REPLY TO: 1812 296-
COMMISSIONER

6125 298.2783

Mr., Max Goldberg
City of Minneapolis

. 317 M - City Hall
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55415

Re: 330 FAWA=-MN-EIS-83-01-D
Draft Environmental Impact
Statement/Section &4 (f)
Evaluation and Alternatives Analysis
for Trunk Highway 55 and County State
Aid Highway 62 in Minneapolis, Hennepin
County, Minnesota
Minnesota Project IDF 022-1 (72) State
Projects 2724-87 and 2725-43 On TH 55
(Hiawatha Avenue) from 59th Street South
to Franklin Avenue State Project 27-662-41
and Hennepin County Project 8115 On
CSAH62 (Crosstown Highway) from TH55 to
46th Avenue South

Dear Mr. Goldberg:

We have reviewed the draft environmental impact statement and do not
object to its findings except for the immediate impact the alternatives
for the Minnehaha Park area will have on our access to the Minneapolis
Veterans Home, The letter from former Commissioner Pinkham dated
February 10, 1982 identified the potential impact of access changes
which would be required because of the Minunehaha Park alternatives.

Although the proposals regarding Highway 55 do not involve state
Veterans Home property, changes in the Minnehaha Park area will necessi-
tate road access changes which would occur on park property. Since

50 these changes are the direct result of the Highway 55 proposal, we feel
that they should be clearly identified in the environmental impact
statement. The bridge access road is the primary access to the Veterans
Home and all of the Minnehaha Park alternatives will severely impact on
this access.

-

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER
A

RESPONSES:

50. Access to TH 55 from the Veterans Home would be via Minnehaha Avenue at
about 52nd Street (Figure 6-1, DEIS). Additional access could be made
available (at 50th Street) depending on the access plan developed by the
Minneapolis Park Board.
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We would request that the draft statement be revised to include
this potential problem, so that it can be adequately considered
when making the final alternative selection involving the
Minnehaha Park area.

Please furnish a copy of the FE1S/4 (f) upon its completion,
Sincerely,

James H. Main
Commissioner

JHM: Im
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Vice Chairman .:."‘5:'3'3.'" ——cE
Environment and Natural et
Resources
General Legislation and
Veterans Affairs
Taxes

Iy
tt

Mr. Richard P. Braun, Commissioner
Minnesota Department of Transportation
Transportation Buiiding

St. Paul, Minnesota 55155

Dear Commissicaer Braun:

Minnesota
House of ,
Representatives

Harry A. Sieben. Jr., Speaker

5 Wete ] e

LOR {1983

TH 55 (Hiawatha Avenue)
Draft Environmental Impact
Statement/4 (f) Evaluation
and Alternatives Analysis

1 appreciate your sending me the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
Hiawatha Avenue Project. It is a very complete report and the people responsible

for it should be commended for their efforts.

1 am writing to express my strong support that Alternative 4 in the DEIS be recom-
mended as the choice of the Minnesota Department of Transportation for Hiawatha
Avenue. There are two reasons I make this recommendation.

First, it is my feeling after being involved in this issue for over ten years as

a citizen and for seven years as a legislator, that Alternative 4 would be the most
acceptable option to the community. After years of turmoil and neighborhood
opposition to all previous plans for the development of Hiawatha Avenue, Alternative

4 is unique because I know of no opposition to it.

In contrast to all other designs,

I truly think that the neighborhood views Alternative 4 as an improvement to our

dred.

Second, in addition to receiving neighborhood acceptance, the plan obviously has to

address the transportation needs of the state.

In my opinion, Alternative 4 meets

all of the needs of the major arterials as spelled out in the Transportation
Development Guide/Policy Plan for 2000 (TPP). That guide required that major
arterials meet certain criteria. Clearly, Alternative 4 meets all that are

delineated in the TPP.

In the TPP I boiled those stated criteria down to 12 questions and answers. They

are listed below:

1. Q. Does Alternative 4 connect two or more major subregions?

A. Yes, as called for in the TPP criteria for major arterials. It
connects the Minneapolis central business district, Metrodome
Stadium, and University of Minnesota on the north with the Vets'
Hospital, Federal complex, Metropolitan Airport, Control Data,

and old stadium site on the south.

Also it connects with Eagan,

Rosemount, and other communities across the Mendota Bridge.

294 State Office Building, St. Paul, Minnesota 55155

Office: (§12) 2964330 e,
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0O O

Does it provide a "secondary" connection to outstate areas?

Yes, as called for in the TPP criteria for major arterials. It
connects Minneapolis with Cannon Falls, Rochester, Red Wing,
Winona, and other Southeast Minnesota communities.

Does it complement interstate freeways, other major arterials and
major arterials?

Yes, as called for in the TPP criteria for major arterijals. It
connects 1-94 on the north with 494 on the south. It connects the
Crosstown in between. Minor arterials crossing it would be Lake
Street and 38th Street,

Is the access controlled?

Yes, as called for in the TPP criteria for major arterials. There
are grade separations north of Lake Street and south of 46th Street.
There will be on-grade access in between, every four blocks with
traffic signaled timing as called for in major arterials criteria.
Will it be a component of a mass transit system?

Yes, as called for in the TPP criteria for major arterials. It
could be immediately used for express bus service and will hopefully
be used by L.R.T.

Does it connect with local streets?

No, as called for in the TPP criteria for major arterials. Access
is controlled. It only connects with minor arterials and local
streets are biocked off.

Is the spacing with another major arterial within 1 to 3 miles of
the corridor?

Yes, as called for in the TPP criteria for major arterials. The
closest major road paralleling is 35W.

Is parking allowed?

No, as calied for in the TPP criteria for major arterials.

Does it meet the speed limit criteria?

Yes. While the guidelines do not spell out a criteria for major

arterial speed limits, the recommended 1imit is between the
criteria for interstate and minor arterials.
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Are there restrictions on trucks?

No, as called for in the TPP criteria for major arterials.
Is the right-of-way between 100 and 300 feet wide?

Yes, as called for in the TPP criteria for major arteriais.

12. Are accommodations being made for mass transit?

.

Aboslutely, as called for in the TPP criteria for major arterials.

» OO0 O » O

In summary, the DEIS recommended Alternative 4 is the plan that will meet np
community opposition and fulfills all the necessary guidelines to meet the transpor-
tation needs of the state and metro area. For 20 years, we have waited for an
alternative like it to be developed. It is here at last.

Once again, I urge your support for this recommended alternative. [ would be glad
to comment further if necessary.

Yours very truly,

- A R )

‘\'/ A P "J»/', )

- ///Z ’/ /‘/'/ ',"7/ '7"(
Wesley,-C.” SkogTund
State Representative

WJs:jip
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Metropohtan Council

300 Metrc Sauare Buitding
Seventh ana Robert Sireets
St. Paul. Minnesota £5104

Telepnone (642, 2945284

April 14, 1983

Mr. Max Goldberg

City of Minneapolis
323 M City Hall
Minneapolis, MN 55415

Re: FHWA-MN-EIS 83-01-D
SP 2724-87 and SP 2725-43

Dear Mr, Goldberg,

At its meeting April 14, 1983 the Metropolitan Council adopted the report
regarding the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Alternatives Analysis
for T.H.55 (Hiawatha Avenue). A copy of the report is enclosed so that your
office will have it with the appropriate postmark. Official transmittal from
the Chairman's office is expected on Friday, April 15, 1983.

Sincerely yours,
<l L. Aldirnme

Stephen R. Alderson
Transportation Program Manager

SRA: das

Enc.

An Equal Opportunity Employer
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Aoril 15, 1983

Mr. Max Goldberg
City of Minneapolis
323 M City Hall
Minneapolis, MN 55415

Re: FHWA-MN-EIS 83-01-D
SP 2724-87 and SP 2725-43

Dear Mr. Goldberg:

This is to correct information sent to vou in mv Tetter of April l4ath, That
letter was prepared in advance of the regular April 14 meeting of the
Metropolitan Council. The Council never met due to the severe snow storm. As
a result they were not able to adopt the report regarding the Draft

" Environmental Impact Statement and Alternatives Analysis. My letter reporting
adoption was mailed to you since 1 was out of the office and had not left any
instruction to hold the letter pending a Council vote.

The Council will now consider this matter at the next regular meeting April
28. We feel sure that thev will adopt the report in exactly the form adopted
by the Transportation Subcommittee.

The transportation division is aware that April 14 was the deadline for
receiving comments. We ask therefore that the copy of the comments already
sent to you with the letter of April 14 be included for response in the final
EIS. It was adopted by the Transportation Subcommittee on April 12 at a duly
constituted meeting, and therefore represents action of the Council. If this
request poses any procedural problems for the final £IS please advise us.

Sincerely,
- ol R. Ohderzon

Stephen R, Alderson
SRA:jIm
LETTER

An Equal Opportunity Employer
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Metrooolitan Councit

300 Metro Sauare Building
Seventn ana Ropert Streets
St Paul. Minnesola £510¢

Telernone 407 291 -54iD
Oftice of the Charrmar

RECEWELC
May 10, 1983

MAY 121983

Mr. Max Goldberg

City of Minneapolis

317 City Hall

Minneapolis, Minnesota 55415

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Hiawatha Avenue
Metropolitan Council Referral File No. 8377-4

Dear Mr. Goldberg:

At its meeting on April 28, 1983, the Metropolitan Council considered the Draft
EIS for Hiawatha Avenue. This consideration was based on a report of the
Physical Development Committee, Referral Report No. 83-33. A copy of this
report, which was adopted as presented, is attached.

The comments in the April 5, 1983, memorandum contained in Referral Report No.
83-33 are the Council’s official response to the Draft EIS for TH55 (Hiawatha
Avenue). The Council recommends the final EIS respond to the comments and
questions raised in this review.

Sincerely,

METROPOLITAN COUNCIL

erald J. Isaacs
Chairman

GJI:dh
Attachment

ec: Fred Tanzer, Regional Coordinator, MnDOT
Michael 0‘Donnell, Chairman, Environmental Quality Board
Michael Cronin, Development Controls, City Planning Department,
City of Minneapolis
William Barnhart, Intergovernmental Relations, City Coordinator’s Office,
City of Minneapolis
Stephen Alderson, Metropolitan Council Staff

An Equal Opporunity Employer
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For Release: 4/28/83; 4:00 p.m. Bus. Item B-4

METROPOLITAN COUNCIL
Suite 300 Metro Square Building, Saint Paul, Minnesota 55101

RECE!IVED

REPORT OF THE PHYSICAL DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE MAY 121983
REFERRAL REPORT NO. 83-33

April 22, 1983

T0: Metropolitan Council

SUBJECT: Draft EIS for Hfawatha Avenue
Referral File #8377-4, Council District 8

At its meeting on Thursday, April 21, 1983, the Physical Development
Committee reviewed the Draft EIS for Hiawatha Avenue and made the following
recommandations:

1. The April 5 comments be transmitted to Minneapolis and Mn/00T as the
Council's official response to the Draft EIS for TH 55 (Hiawatha Avenue).

2. The Final EIS should respond to the comments and questions raised in this

review.
Respectfully submitted,
Marcia Bennett
Chafrman
MB:Th
LAGB0A
PHTRN1

5-40



METROPOLITAN COUNCIL
Suite 300 Metro Square Building, St. Paul, Minnesota 55101

MEMORANDUM April 5, 1983
TO: Transportation Subcommittee

FROM: Transportation Staff (Stephen Alderson)

SUBJECT: Draft £IS for TH 55 Hiawatha Avenue

Referral File #8377-4, Counci) Districts 1, 8, 9 and 15

AUTHORITY TO REVIEW

The passage of the National Environmental Protection Act in 1970 established
the requirement that an Environmental Impact Statement {EIS) be written for all
major federally-funded projects, including highways. In 1971 the Federal
Highway Administration issued guidelines for preparation of highway EIS's.
Either an EIS or a negative declaration statement must be prepared on any major
highway project which did not have FHWA location approval prior to February,
1971, The draft EIS must be circulated to federal, state, and local agencies
with jurisdiction by law or special expertise with respect to any environmental
impact involved, and these agencies must be given at least 45 days to return
their comments. A1l submitted comments on the draft EIS must then be taken
into account in the preparation of the final EIS.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The City of Minneapolis and the Minnesota Department of Transportation propose
to make transportation system improvements in the Trunk Highway (TH) 55
(Hiawatha Avenue) corridor area of south Minneapolis (Attachments A and B).

The proposed action consists of roadway and transit service improvements in the
TH 55 corridor in Minneapolis located southeast of the Minneapolis CBD. The
proposed roadway improvements are the reconstruction of TH 55 (Hiawatha

Avenue) between Franklin Avenue and E. 59th Street (5.3 miles) as a four-lane
divided at-grade roadway, and the reconstruction of Hennepin (SAH 62 (Crosstown
Highway) between 46th Avenue South and TH 55 (0.4 miles) as a four-lane divided
access-controlled roadway. The reconstruction of this segment of CSAH 62 has
been delayed for many years pending a decision regarding reconstruction of TH

.

The proposed transit improvement is the upgrading of transit service in the TH
55 corridor area. The affected area includes south Minneapolis between Cedar
Avenue and the Mississippi River, southwest St. Paul (Highland Park), the
Minneapolis-St. Paul International Airport, Bloomington east of Cedar Avenue,
and northern parts of Eagan, Mendota and Mendota Heights in Dakota County.

Five alternatives, including a no-build alternative, are analyzed in this
document. They were selected for detailed analysis in a Scoping Process which
considered 120 possible actions. The proposed roadway improvement, described
above, is the same for the four build alternatives.
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The four build alternatives differ in the type of transit improvement
proposed. Alternative 1 proposes construction of a high-occupancy vehicle
(HOVY roadway parallel to TH S5 between 24th Street and 58th Street. The HOV
roadway would have at-grade intersections at four major cross-streets between
32nd and 42nd Streets, but would otherwise be grade-separated from cross
traffic. Additional access to the HOV roadway would be provided via access
roadways.

The transit improvement proposed under alternative 2 is an HOV roadway similar
to Alternative 1, except that it would be grade separated from all cross
traffic. Special access roadways would be provided at about one-half mile
intervals.

Alternative 3 proposes that construction of TH 55 include bus pull-outs,
transit passenger shelters and other transit-related street construction
designed to facilitate the flow of buses along TH 55.

Alternative 4 proposes that the corridor transit system be reconstructed to
focus on a light rail transit (LRT) line located adjacent to TH 55 and
connecting the corridor to the Minneapolis CBD. The south terminus would be
located at either the GSA Building, the airport terminal, or the old
Metropolitan Stadjum site in Bloomington.

Alternative 5, the no-build alternative, assumes that TH 55 would remain as is,
and that transit service be improved only to the extent necessary to carry
forecasted patronage.

BACKGROUND

Planning for the reconstruction of TH 55 in the study area has been going on
for over 20 years. Major events which have occurred are Tisted in Table 2-1,
Attachment C. The current analysis began with the appropriation of $2.25
million through the 1978 Federal Appropriations Act for preliminary engineering
studies for reconstruction of TH §5. The City of Minneapolis and the Minnesota
Department of Transportation are jointly managing this study.

The project alignment from I-94 to Hennepin CSAH 62 has been on the
Metropolitan Highway System during the 20 year period mentioned. Originally
thought of as a freeway corridor, the project has evolved over the years to the
present concept of a transit improvement and an at-grade, four-lane, arterial
Street.

In the proposals made during 1982 to revise the regional Transportation Policy
Plan, staff of the Metropolitan Council recommended that Hiawatha be a minor
arterial. That recommendation was later changed at the reguest of Minneapolis
and others. The hearing report prepared by Council staff suggested

evaluating the issue again when a preferred alternate is submitted with the
Final €IS, This discussion is limited to policy findings and comments for
consideration by Mn/DOT and Minneapolis in submitting the preferred alternate.

The Council has reviewed this project twice in the past. Comments were made on
the EIS scoping report in June, 1980, and on the project development report in

June, 1982, Neither of those reviews included recommendations in anticipation

of this report. The project will be reviewed at least once again when a final

recommendation is received with the final EIS (FEIS).
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DISCUSSION

The improvement of TH 55 {Hiawatha Avenue) is among the more important issues
to come before the Council in recent years. The project is significant on four
counts.

1. The proposed action would improve a regional highway. Hiawatha Ave.
is the only such project left within Minneapolis. Like [-35E in St.
Paul, it has been proposed but not built for more than twenty years.

2. The proposed action potentially includes a rail transit improvement.
From the perspective of Minneapolis, this corridor is likely to be
among the first for LRT should we receive funding. This corridor was
also included in the 1980-81 feasibility of Light Rail Transit studies
done by thc Metropolitan Council. No regional conclusions were drawn
for LRT in- the Hiawatha Corridor in that study.

3. The proposed action has potentially significant land use impacts. The
right-of-way acquisition in this corridor has left parcels vacant
which can, in part, be returned to use once a road improvement is
made. In addition, the LRT alternate has been evaluated for its
potential to induce development. From the perspective of returning
land ‘to the tax roles, Minneapolis argues that this project is long
overdue. :

4. The proposed action is, in part, contingent on special funding
availability. In 1974 the federal govermment specified 90-10
participation and $53 million was appropriated for reconstruction of
TH 55 as a demonstration project. With the shortage of transportation
dollars, this creates a major inducement to Mn/DOT and Minneapolis to
obtain authorization of that money. Congressman Sabo advised the
Metropolitan Council that our continued support for the corridor as a
regional facility was needed to assist in securing those dollars.

TRANSPORTATION

The DEIS for TH 55 was written when the policies of the 1976 edition of the
Transportation Policy Plan were in force. As of January 13 the Council has
adopted an amended TPP, with revised policies.  This evaluation is based on the
revised policies now in effect. This will not invalidate the DEIS, however,
the Final Envirormental Impact Statement (FEIS) should include and address the
new policies. The proposed action is in conformance with the policies of the
TPP as follows:

Policy 1. Transportation facilities should be planned, designed and
operated to promote and serve develgopment that is consistent with
éhsdueve1opme"t Framework Chapter of the Metropolitan Development

uide.

The proposed actions would contribute positively to policy 1 by improving
transportation services in the Fully Developed Area.
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Policy 2. Transportation investments should be made on the basis of need
and the ability of the Metropolitan Area to finance and maintain
these investments in relation to other metropolitan system needs
and investments over time.

The DEIS for TH 55 adequately documents the need for roadway improvements, both
by describing the current worn out nature of TH 55 and by Showing that there
will be a future demand warranting improvement. The DEIS further indicates
that transit use is already strong in the corridor and has increased in recent
years.. Projections (page 3-35) of ridership indicate that an LRT facility
operating as far as the GSA Building would atttract 56,500 daily riders. This
is 12,400 more than a no build alternate using the existing bus system. The
capital cost of the LRT would be $84,528,000.

The following policies are discussed as a group. The proposed actions are
generally all consistent with these policies.

Policy 3. Transportation systems should be developed and managed to utilize
existing investments more efficiently and effectively.

Policy 4. Citizen and public involvement should be promoted in the
" formulation of transportation policy and implementation
decisions.

Policy 5. Transportation services should be provided that are responsive to
the special needs of the young, disabled and economically
handicapped living in the Metropolitan Area.

Policy 6. Safety standards must be a major consideration in the planning,
design, operation and maintenance of transportation facilities
and services.

Policy 7. Consistency with state, federal and regional environmental plans,
policies and standards should be a major consideration in the
planning, design and operation of transportation projects and
facilities.

Policy 8. Transportation planning and investment should provide for the
efficient regional movement of goods and the incorporation of
goods movement systems into the design of major activity centers.

Policy 9. Transportation facilities should be planned, designed and
operated to function in a manner compatible with adjacent land
use; in those instances where the function of a facility and
adjacent land use have become incompatible, affected agencies and
Tocal units of government should establish a program to mitigate
this incompatibility.

Policy 10.Transportation facilities should be planned, designed and
operated to minimize the disruption of neighborhoods.

The proposed actions would positively impact all the above policies with a
conditional statement about Policy 6. The roadway improvement will have “at-
grade” intersections with 19 streets from 24th street south to Hennepin CSAH
62. In order to provide a regional level of service, TH 55 should be designed
and operated to provide off-peak speeds of 40 mph or better. With so many

5-44



intersections, safety will be a problem or speeds will have to be reduced.
This is discussed further under functional classification below.

The proposed actions have included special attention to truck access to
industry on the east side of TH 55 and thus directly support Policy 8.
Minneapolis has more than met Policy 4 and deserves extra notice for the
extensive involvement of citizen input on TH §5. This was done in order to
minimize impacts on surrounding neighborhoods which also supports Policies 9 an
10. In summary, the proposed actions are supportive of the above discussed
general policies.

Because of the location of the proposad project entirely within the Urban
Service Area, there are no impacts on any rural transportation policies. There
are impacts on eight urban area policies as follows.

Policy 12.The transit and street and highway systems should provide a
travel time of no more than 30 minutes in off-neak periods from
any part of a subregion to any other part of that subregion for
90 percent of the residents in the subregion.

Policy 13.The street and highway system should provide a travel time of no
more than 30 minutes in Off-Peak Periods from any part of the
Urban Service Area to one of the Metro Centers for 90 percent of
the residents of the Urban Service Area.

Policy 16.The transit system should provide a travel time of no more than
45 minutes in either peak or off-peak periods from any part of
the Urban Service Area to one of the Metro Centers for 90 percent
of the residents of the Urban Service Area.

Policy 19.The highest priority for transit services should be in areas or
along routes with a relatively high density of demand for the
service and a population dependent upon transit by age, income,
or physical or mental disability.

The proposed actions are consistent with the above four policies as follows.
A11 alternates would satisfy Policies 12, 13 and 16 regarding travel times.
Each transit alternate would positively support Policy 19 because this corridor
already exhibits a relatively high demand for service. The no build alternate
which has the lowest patronage estimate would least support Policy 19.

Policy 20.Transit services should be provided that achieve the most
efficient, productive and effective use of public resources and
investments.

Policy 21.Transit for disabled persons should be provided by the most cost-
effective mix of services. :

Policy 22.The public and private sectors are both important suppliers of
transit services; whichever can provide the most cost-effective
service should be encouraged to do so.

Policies 20, 21 and 22 did not exist in the 1976 edition of the Policy Plan and
52 have not been addressed in the DEIS. They should be acknowledged in the FEIS

and evaluated for any impacts by the proposed action. This is not intended as
a major new analysis since the policies were adopted while the DEIS was being

5
"

RESPONSES:

51. See FE!S Section 3.1.1,

52. See FEIS Section 3.1.1.
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conducted., Since they were not available to the study team when they began, we
do not want to require unreasonable extra effort. Because the proposed actions
are significant with regard to transit the final EIS should at least
acknowledge these policies which are themselves important transit concepts.

Policy 31.Multi-passenger strategies should be generally promoted at the
regional level and specifically encouraged at the
subregional/local level by:

A. Establishing on-going ridesharing programs that are cost-
effective.

53 B. Fostering a close partnership between the public and private
sectors in the provision of ridesharing services.

C. Targeting selected problem areas, congested corridors or
subregions.

The two HOV alternatives have a positive impact on Policy 31 because those
alternatives would foster car and van pooling.

There are other issues besides the above policy issues which are impacted by
the proposed action. Hiawatha Avenue is a major arterial on the regional
system. To the degree possibie, it should be planned, designed and operated in
accordance with the functional system criteria and characteristics shown in
Tables 17 and 18 of the Transportation Policy Plan (TPP). Specifically, two
criteria are impacted.

Criteria 2, Level of mobility - A major arterial “provides a high level of
mobility within and between subregions;" this means 40 to 50 mph speeds.

Criteria 3, System Access - A major arterial should connect "to interstate
freeways, other major arterials, minor arterials and high volume collectors--no
direct land access except major traffic generators. The following table from
54 the DEIS indicates the problem in the Hiawatha corridor:

Hiawatha Avenue Access

o Crosstown (CSAH 62) Directional interchange with all but the west to
the north and north to west movement directly
provided.

Bureau of Mines Road

52nd St.

50th St.

46th St.

42nd St.

38th St. At-grade signalized intersection with all turns
32nd St. allowed. Turn lanes provided as reguired.
Lake St.

28th St.

26th St.

24th St.

CO0OO0O0O0OO000O0O0O0OQ

RESPONSES:

53, The preferred alternative will promote multi-passenger travel more through
increased ftransit use than through ridesharing in private vehicles. The pro-
jected increase in multi-passenger travel achieved through- the preferred alter-
native is greater than that associated with the HOV alternatives.

54, See FEIS Section 3.1.1.
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54

o Franklin Avenue Maintain grade separation with TH 55, Provide

45th
44th
43rd
41st
40th
37th
33rd

0o O0CoOO0OOO

access to Franklin Ave. via northbound off-ramp
and southbound on-ramp.

St.

St.

St. These streets will intersect with Hiawatha Ave.
St. from the east. Right-turns in and right-turns

St. out, only, will be allowed at these intersections.
St.

St.

Relating to the Council's Roadway Functional Classification System, the
suggested Hiawatha Av. accessibility would connect it with two freeways, five
minor arterials, five collectors and 10 local streets. In addition, there
would be access to abutting land use nearly continuously along the east side of
the street.

In the DEIS there are a series of study goals adopted by the Hiawatha Ave. Task

Force.

Included are 13 transportation goals/objectives as listed below.

Transportation

la.

1b.
lc.
1d.

le.

1f.

ig.

1h.
1i.

1J.

1k.

Improve the current level of service in the corridor.

Provide a higher level of service for transit users than single
occupant vehicles.

Design transportation facilities to encourage all forms of
ridesharing.

Encourage center city development and discourage suburban sprawl.
through the expenditures for transportation facilities.

Design the transportation facilities to be cost effective.

Coordinate planning and development of all transportation elements in
the corridor, e.g. transit, roadway, bicycle, pedestrian, parking,
etc.

Coordinate the planning and development of the transportation elements
in the corridor with Yand use plans.

Provide local access to and across the transportation facilities; if
trade-offs are to be made between local access and regional travel,
Tocal access shall take priority.

Minimize negative community impacts; if trade-offs are to be made
between level of service and community impacts, the community impacts
shall take priority.

Provide adequate facilities for trucks in the corridor in order to
minimize neighborhood impacts.

Provide transportation facilities that are totally accessible to
young, elderly, physically and economically handicapped.

7
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11. Provide transportation facilities that are safe for the users,

Im. Design and size regional transportation facilities within the City to
accommodate regional travel demands and needs.

0f the above goals, lh and 1i are inconsistent with transportation policy,
especially Policy 1. Local and neighborhood priorities should not override
regional system service to the development framework. Local access is only
acceptable if the traffic volumes forecast can be safely carried out at a
reasonable speed. The final EIS should include additional detailed traffic
engineering data to show the effect of twelve signalized intersections whose
average spacing is .38 mile on both the capacity and speed of the roadway.

RESEARCH - Vic Ward

The DEIS should have a clear logical structure with a thoroughly described no-

55 I build base. A1l of the alternatives should be compared without the "induced

56

57

58

59

60

development® from public expenditures which turns up so favorably in
alternative four. The study should clearly show how much each alternative
costs and the cost of the assumptions (for example, public acquisition and
moving of rail facilities). Further, the methods used should be described more
thoroughly.

The remainder of this section contains specific questions that should be
addressed in the final £1S.

Page 4-2 Is Table 4-1 the base line referred to throughout the paper?
Where did the numbers used in the text to describe Hiawatha
Corridor come from? Table 4-1 shows 25,839 households and the
text uses 33,450 from 1970.

Page 4-22 The estimates used in the section on Retail Activity need to be
explained., Alse, the following statement is not true, "When
measured in constant dollars, CBD sales have shown little change
since 1972." A comparison of 1967, 1972 and 1977 Census of
Retail Trade shows that the trend is down (1967 was $280.8
million, 1972 was $226.9 million and 1977 was $177.5 million -
1967 dollars). That is a loss of 22 percent from 1972 to 1977.

Page 5-10 Table 5-5, by examining benefits, implies somewhere the costs
have been examined. Also, the author should point out that
“parking cost savings® are the most sensitive variable across the
alternatives.

Page 5-15 The study makes reference to Metropolitan Council forecasts and
then infers office space demand and residential demand for

specific areas. The method they used should be presented in text.

"
RESPONSES:

55. See FEIS Section 3.4.

56, See FEIS Sections 3.,4.2 and 3.4.3.

57. Table 4-1 and the text referred to (Secticn 4.1.1.2 of the DEIS) were in error,
Corrections are in FEIS Section 3.4, Table 4-1 is the baseline.
58, A retail sales deflator considered more reliable by people in retail sales was

used to make the comparison. That comparison showed little change since 1972.

59, Figures presented in DEIS Table 5-5 are benefits net of costs. For fransift

users, saving the cost of parking is substantial.

60. Metropolitan Council forecasts were used only to place corridor forecasts in a

regional context. The methodology used to make corridor forecasts is described

on pages 5-56 through 5-60 of the DEIS.
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61

62

63

64

61.

62.

63.

64.

Pages 5-15

to 5-18 The "induced development" and "Retail Sales Increase" are
presented. The base case "alternative 5" is zero. This section
would be easier to understand if "alternative 5" was the value
forecasted for the areas without public expenditure. Then each
alternative, its cost and its benefits could be presented. In
addition, I cannot find in the document how the values presented
were calculated.

Pages 5-56

to 5-71 The methodology section says that "a high level of feedback from
the community" was the most important variable in determining the
capacity of the corridor for each alternative. This type of
feedback could be used to discuss the desirability of
alternatives, but it is not a method to help public officials
decide between alternatives. It does not preclude a structure
objectively comparing alternatives to "no build."

PARKS AND OPEN SPACE - Jack Mauritz

When selection of a final alternative takes place, major consideration should
be given to one which has the least adverse impact on Minnehaha Regional Park
and the connecting park lands. An alternative which incorporates a maximum of
the mitigating measures outlined on pages $-34 and 35 (6.2.10), in the Section
6(f) discussion, appears to be the desirable choice.

ENVIRONMENT - Marcel Jouseau

There are no serious concerns regarding impacts on natural resources. It
should be acknowledged that part of the project is within the designated
Mississippi Critical Area Corridor (Executive Order 79-19). It would also be
usefu) to discuss the project in the context of the standards for the critical
area corridor and of the Minneapolis Critical Area Plan.

Generally, the part of the project within the Mississippi Critical Area
Corridor appears to be consistent with bluff slope and vegetation protection
standards for the Critical Area.

Minnehaha Creek Watershed District and MWCC have both commented on the DEIS;
their comments are attached as attachments D and E.

COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING - Carl Ohrn

The Draft EIS was reviewed to determine consistency with the MDF policies and
at the same time to evaluate its overall comprehensiveness and accuracy. Based
on this review, it is concluded all the build alternatives are consistent with
MDF policies for the fully developed area. The no-build alternative might be
described as consistent with MDF policies but to a lesser degree than the build
alternatives. This level of consistency for the no-build alternatives stems
from two factors:

1. The land acquired for right-of-way would be redeveloped under the no-build
alternative. This redevelopment is consistent with MDF policies.

S

]
RESPONSES:

Forecasts of induced development and retail sales increases were based on pro-
jections of development or population induced by the fransit improvement.
Methodology for induced development was described in pages 5-56 through 5-60 of
the DEIS. Methodology for the retail sales increase is described in Technical

Report 25,

Pratically speaking, the community has significant influence regarding what

"could" be built, i.e., the capacity of the corridor.

This analysis recognized

that reality and thereby avoided overly optimistic development forecasts.

Measures to mitigate parkland impacts as recommended in the DEIS will be util-
ized as they specifically apply to the preferred alternative.

See FEIS Section 3.9.
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2. The transportation service provided to the existing development in the
surrounding area would be poorer than that provided by the four build
alternatives. MDF policies generally support provision of an adequate
level of urban services to the fully developed area.

The proposed project is completely within the Metropolitan Urban Service Area
and wholly within communities or parts of communities that are designated as
fully developed.

Policy 9 of the MDF states:

8. Preserve and maintain the vast resources of housing, employment and
services in the fully developed part of the Metropolitan Area. Emphasize
creation of a continuous process to upgrade the physical guality of urban
development through maintenance, infill, rehabilitation or redevelopment.
The public should create a climate of confidence and certainty about the
future of existing development in older developed areas in order to
attract private investment.

b. Public service investment should assist in reducing the involuntary
concentration of low- and moderate-income households, to promote the
diversification of the residential income and age structure, and to
improve the image of the fully developed area. Investments in public
service infrastructure should be directed to meet replacement needs
and identified community development needs.

e. Maintain and improve commercial-service centers through diversifica-
tion, consolidation into nodes or clusters, improved access and
parking to meet the needs of a diversified residential service area.
Structures not needed for commercial-service use should be reused for
other community needs or redeveloped for alternative use consistent
with the municipal plan.

f. Expand and diversify the employment base of the fully developed area.
Priority for new employment locations within the Urban Service Area
should be givn areas having lost emplioyment, areas with existing
services, or areas with existing housing opportunities. New major
employment locations should support reducing the length of the work
trip, reducing the involuntary concentration of Jow- and moderate-
income households, or diversifying residential income mix.

10. The municipal comprehensive plan should be the overall unifying document
guiding change and growth, and should be the official policy statement of
the municipal policy body. The city should identify areas for
maintenance, infi11, rehabilitation and redevelopment activities. The
city should identify residential improvement, commercial-service
improvement, and employment strategies to be followed and those agents
responsible for their implementation. Priority target areas and
activities should be identified.

The provision of improved highway access and transit service provided by
alternatives 1, 2, 3 and 4 is consistent with the significant points recorded
in the above noted policies. The induced development noted in the Draft EIS
would also be consistent with these policies.
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The no-build alternative (5) might be characterized as less consistent with MDF
policies. By redeveloping the land originally acquired for right-of-way, some
of the objectives of the policies noted above would be accomplished. Since
less development would occur than under the other alternatives, the build
alternatives could be considered more consistent with Council policy. In
addition, the no-build alternative does not service existing development as
well as the build alternatives. While the MOF supports redevelopment, it also
supports maintenance of the existing development. Deterioration of public
services will reduce the attractiveness of these areas for living, working and
shopping. This situation would be inconsistent with the MOF policies.

The Council adopted its review of the Minneapolis Comprehensive Plan on March
25, 1982. The Plan was found consistent with the Transportation System Plan
and MOF policies. The improvement of T.H. 55 and the provision of transit
service is consistent with the city's comprehensive plan.

Recorded below are specific comments and questions that need to be addressed in
the final EIS.

1. The Draft EIS provides a lengthy discussion of the retail, office,
industrial space and jobs generated, and housing units and population
induced to locate in the CBD, corridor and the Bloomington terminus area.
This discussion begins in Section 5.1.5, Regional Economic Impacts. The
analysis is unclear as to the method used to develop the projections of
population (a key factor in retail consumption) and jobs. In a following
section on Land Use Impacts (5.1.16), two methods, market share and
capacity analysis, are described and used to project jobs and population
increases. The reader does not know if either of these methods were used
in Regional Economic Impact section. While two methods are discussed in
the Land Use Impacts section, it appears the market share method was used
for generating population and housing for the financial analysis. This
method is less favorable to all alternatives, but the LRT alternative loses
only a few hundred jobs, while the other alternatives lose thousands of
increased population and jobs. Neither method is proven superior in the
text. It would appear a better procedure would be to use an average or to
complete a parallel analysis of all factors using both alternatives. The
discussion of methodology should precede its use in the report. A clear

65 explanation is needed stating why one method of projecting jobs, retail
sales, etc., was used over other methods available.

2. Regional Economic Impact section of the Draft EIS discusses the potential
increase of jobs and population for the CBD, the corridor and the
Bloomington terminus. By going through the text, the follawing table can
be constructed. As can be seen from that table, the LRT alternative is
projected to induce the location of 21,285 jobs in the CBD, corridor and
Bloomington terminus area. An increase of 28,081 people is projected to
live in these areas if the LRT is built. In addition, the text discusses
increases in the trade area population for the CBD. These figures are
9,456 people in 1990 and 14,041 in 2000, but the reader does not know if
these are in addition to the other figures discussed for increased CBD
population.

e
RESPONSES:

65. See Section 5.1.16.1, pages 5-56 to 5-57 of DEIS.
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67

oo

69

70

3.

The Draft EIS:

a. Should present the data on induced development in an easily accessible
form to the reader.

b. Should discuss the importance of induced growth in projecting transit
ridership or tell how much of the increased transit ridership is due to
induced growth. In other words, the report should state what the
ridership would be if no induced development is assumed.

c. Should point out in the ridership tabies and discussion that the HOV
alternatives are not similar to the LRT since the HOV alternatives will
not extend to the Bloomington site.

The Draft €IS goes to great length projecting induced development. These
projections are made under a number of critical assumptions. On page 5-57,
the report states:

"The analysis assumes that substantial public sector partfcipation is
used to stimulate deveiopments consistent with the transit
alternatives. Substantial pubTic sector participation involves
strong governmental policies to improve and coordinate development at
transportation improvment areas. Thse policies include, but are not
limited to: (1) supplementary purchase or condemnation of land; (2)
tax increment financing; (3) egquity participation; (4) institution of
corridor development corporations; (5) special assessment districts.
These policies require both financial and political commitments from
the local jurisdictions to provide significant incentive to potential
private sector investors.®

No where in the text of the report can the costs of such public
participation efforts be found, yet the benefits of an expanded tax base,
homes, jobs and commercial development are cited numerous times. According
to the Draft EIS, this procedure was only used for transit alternatives.

It does not project the development that would occcur if similar efforts
were used in conjuction with the no-build alternative. The Draft EIS needs
to describe what facilities would be built or services provided with public
monies, estimate these public sector costs and illustrate that the benefits
of induced development requires adiditional investments beyond that
required to build and maintain the transportation and transit facilities
and services. Once this has been done the amount of indué¢ed development
under all alternatives given the same public efforts should be clearly
presented with the public sector costs needed to bring about this
development.,

Land Use Impacts, 5.1.16 and Joint Development, 5.1.17

Within the land use impacts and joint development sections, statements are
made about development potential that are not sufficiently clear for the
reader to understand what action is being proposed and if public costs are
involved. Recorded below are four such statements.

Page 5-60. Last paragraph. The proposed redevelopment option for LRT

assumes the railroad Tine and industrial development will be downgraded or
relocated to more suftable use.

12

e
RESPONSES: '

See FEIS Section 3.4,2.

66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

See FEIS Section 3.1.4.

Patronage forecasts for the GSA Building LRT terminus, given in Table 3-3, page
3-30 of the DEIS are fully comparable to the HOV alternatives on an area of ser-

vice basis. See also FEIS Section 3.1.4,

See FEIS Section 3.4.2.

The statements referred to describe potential developments which are not a par?t
of the proposed action. The purpose of the statements is to point out the types
of development activity which can reasonably be expected to occur if the pro-
posed action is implemented.

5-52



70

71

1.

This is not assumed for any other alternative but could allow for
additional development under any alternative. There are no costs included
for relocating the present industrial development or railroad lines.

Page 5-61. Under discussion of proposed redevelopment opportunities for
alternative 4, the text states, "The cemetery located at Lake and Cedar has
great potential as an aesthetic amenity. It is the only large green space
in the vicinity.”

There is no further mention in the report of what is anticipated for this
cemetery. Will the cemetery be moved? Will this land be made into a
park? If the cemetery is or will become an aesthetic amenity, is it a
factor in inducing the growth noted in the report for residential and
commercial development? The text needs to make it clear what action is
being assumed for this cemetery and the importance of this action for
inducing development in the area.

Page 5-61. Lake Street Commercial Area

"A central parking ramp should be constructed to serve these commercial
facilities."

No cost figures are provided. No such assumption is made for any
other alternative. Would this garage help to induce development under
the other alternative?

Page 5-73. Under the discussion of joint development evaluation, only
discussed for alternative 4, the following comments are made.

"The railroad yards...represent a long-term 'urban village' development
opportunity. Considerable public sector investment in land acquisition
and infrastructure improvements would be necessary to implement this
joint development opportunity. This site could accommodate a complete
hig:—tschnology industrial park, as well as several hundred residential
units. ;

The reader is left with the impression that given the investment in the LRT
system and the public costs for land and infrastructure for this
development opportunity, a complete high-technology industrial park could
be created. In fact, attracting high-technology industries is dependent on
a number of factors that are much more important than the availability of
land serviced with transit. This statement should either be taken out of
the report or revised to make ft clear that the LRT service and site
improvements will not be key factors in attracting high-technology industry
to this area.

Financial Commitment, 5.2.1.

The text states the proposed action would require expenditures ranging from
SS?ig to $177.8 million, but Table 3-34 states costs would range up to $196
million,

Short-term Uses of the Enviromment Versus the Maintenance of Long-term
Productivity, 5.3

13

]
RESPONSES:

The text statement was in error.
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The two statements recorded below reflect the continuance of the problem of
not allocating all costs associated with induced development. )

Land and Land Resources, 5.3.1

The text states: The land committed to highway use will be unavailable for
Tong-term future productivity. This loss of future productivity is to be
replaced by the more immediate benefits offered by the proposed project
including improved transportation service and efficiency and increased
development potential.

Financial Resources, 5.3.3

72 The text states: Significant financial commitments to the project include
acquisition, relocation and comstruction cost. ...these costs are to be
recovered through more efficient travel, reduced user costs and an increase
in the overall tax base due to the improved accessibility and more intense
development of lands served by the facility.

These statements together do not give the full picture. They imply that
induced development will result from the construction of the various
alternatives. Based on the text and assumptions recorded, the-induced
development is generated significantly by public sector participation that
has not been described in detail or allocated as a cost in the Draft EIS.
In addition, the reader does not know how much of this induced development
might occur if the public sector efforts were made under the no-build
alternatives.

7. Summary, 5-11
“The overall result (Table 5-5) of the user benefit assessment indicates
that alternative 4 (LRT) would produce a greater level of annual 1990 and
2000 user benefits than any other alternative. Alternative 4 would result
in nearly three times the user benefit of alternatives 1 and 2 and over 13
times the user benefits of alternative 3." This is wrong. The user

73 benefits for alternative 4 would be approximately 3.8 times higher than

alternative 3, not 13 times higher.

FINDINGS

1. The proposed actions are consistent with transportation policies 1, 3, 4,
5 7, 8, 9, 10, 12, 13, 16 and 31.

2. Alternates which have the least impact on Minnehaha Park and connecting
park lands are most consistent with Parks and Open Space policy.

3. A1l build alternatives are consistent with the Metropolitan Development
Framework policies for the Fully Developed Area.

4, The build alternatives are consistent with the city's comprehensive plan.

5. The no-build alternative is less consistent with Metropolitan Development
Framework policies than the build alternatives.

6. Proposed access from local streets and collectors to Hiawatha Avenue is not
74 consistent with the TPP functional classification criteria.

1h
G SRR
RESPONSES:
72. See FEIS Section 3.4.2.
73, The DEIS text is in error.

74, See FEIS Section 3.1.1.
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7. Two study goals adopted by the Hiawatha Avenue Task Force are inconsistent
with regional policy.

75| 8. The DEIS has used 1976 regional transportation policies; an update to 1983

policies should be included in the final EIS.

76' 9. Addiltional information is required in the final EIS to determine

consistency with policies 6, 20, 2] and 22.
/

10. Additional traffic engineering data is needed to clarify the level of

77' service on the road improvement, the number of signalized intersections

proposed may cause roadway speeds to be too low.

78| 11. A1l alternates should be compared without the induced development

assumptions.

79| 12. The EIS should include additional information on the costs of public

actions assumed in each alternate.

80l 13. The FEIS should acknowiedge that part of the project is within the

75.

76,

77.

78.

79.

80.

designated Mississippi Critical Area Corridor.
RECOMMENATIONS :

1. These comments be transmitted to Minneapolis and Mn/DOT as the
Council's official response to the Draft EIS for TH 55 (Hiawatha Avenue).

2. The Final EIS should respond to the comments and questions raised in this
review,

LA6B0A

RESPONSES:

See FEIS Section 3.1.1.
See FEI!S Section 3.1.1.
See FEIS Section 3.1.1.
See FEIS Section 3.4.2.
See FEIS Section 3.4.3.

See FEIS Section 3.9.

5-55



ATTACHMENT A

Y

\

E

EN

~
IN

n\
A

A

HIAWATY

Bocati

[FIOUR! 2=1

-

O

=y
%

U 2

THS55

REGIONAL LOCATION

8 MILES

4

5-56



ATTACHMENT B

/
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1978

ATTACHMENT C
TABLE 2-!

MAJOR EVENTS IN RECONSTRUCTION
PLANNING FOR TH 55 (MIAWATHA AVENUE)

Event

18 stucies performed on vericus iocations and dasign alrternarives tor s
major roadway in south Minnespolis,

Roagway jayout studies pertormed by City of Minneapolls and Stare of
Minnesata,

State tegisiation pessed enadiling city 'O Issue bonds and T sdvance $10
miilion To the Srate for ™he purpose of acquiring right-of-wsy sna consrruc-
tion of TH 35 In Hiswatha Corrldor. *

City approved state's pisns for reconstructing Hiawaths Avenus from Franklia
Avenus 10 34th Street,

Publ ic heering heid on sTate pian To recoastruct Hiawsths Avenue as 2
treevay type tecliity.

Perk Sosrd passed a poilcy that parkiands would not De avaliabie for
upgrading of T 53, New iayou? deveioped T™aT shitred TH 53 ro ™he west,
entirely our ot Minnehans Park, and required scguisition of 282 nowmes and 16
dusinesses. ’

State prepered Alternate Routes Study ReporTt Thar addressed three
aiternatives: route Trough Mianenahs Perk, route west ot t™he perk, ang
route Mecugh e park with a tunnel between Crosby Place and 42nd Avenus,
Minnesors Mighway Commissioner's right ot aminent comain over lands of the
Parx Sosrd was wheid by T™he State Supreme Cour?,

Consuirants o t™he Park Boerd recommenced removai ot T™H 35 from parkiend
and construction of route Mrough ™e nelghdornood 1o e west,

Consuitant To The sTate developed four siTernate designs for TH 55 in ™he
vieinity of Minnensha Park, Atfter a oudlic hesring, State Highwey
Commissioner decided on an alternate et would uriiize a runnei under *he
cresk and lagoon area of T™e park.

Minnespotis City Councli approved the tunnei layout and layoufs for other
portions of Hisweths Avenue.

Environments! imoact Statement for TH 35 rejected by Federal Wighway
Administration (FMWA) decause It did not adequarely sstisty severai tederal
rFaguiresents,

Minneapolls Clvy Councll rescingded ai! previous plan aspprovels tor the
Hiswatha Avenue project.

UeSe Public Law 93=643 was enscted which suthorized 353 mililon in tederal
tunding to de appropriated for the reconstruction ot Wighway 33 from

Frenkiin Avenue to CSAM 62 (Crosstown Highway! as @ demonstration project,
The tederal share of t™he tots! project cost was specitied 1© 58 50 percent,

Minneapotls Clty Councll appointed Hiswstha Qesign Advisory Commitres,
Atter numerous meetings snd considerstions This committes mede mejority and
minority reports *o e City Council.

Based on the reporTs sutmitred by tThe Hiswatha Design Advisory Committese
ang worx complerted by t™he Minneapoils Departwment of Pubilc works, the
Minnespoiis City Counc!i esTapiisned guldelines for ™e reconstruction of
Hiawatns Avenue., A Toral of $2.253 miliion was aporopriated in the 1978
Federal Appropriations Act for pretiminary engineering studles for
reconstruction of TH 55 between Frankiin Avenue and 39th Strest.

Minneapoils Clty Counclil disbanded Hlawethe Design Adviscry Commivres anc
esTadi ishec ™e Hiswarna Avenue Task Force with the charge ot formularing
recommendstions and oroviding advice snd assistance fo the Clty of
HMinneapoils In its roie as iemo sgency for The project.

2-4
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ATTACHMENT D

winng,
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%, ter

LAKE MINNETORKS

P.0. Box 387, Wayzata, Minnesota 55391

BOARD OF MANAGERS:
Oand H. Cochran, Pres. » Albert L. Lokmen o Jokn £. Themas = Barsare R. Gudmundson o Michso! R, Carryil

March 14, 1983

Mr. John Rutford, Referral Coordinator
Metropolitan Council

300 Metro Square Building

7th and Robert Streets

St. Paul, Minnesota 55101

Re: MN DOT, DEIS, T.H.55 Hiawatha Avenue
Metropolitan Council Referral File No. 8377-4

Dear Mr. Rutford:

The Minnehaha Creek Watershed District is in receipt of your
letter of March 8, 1983, requesting comments concerning the DEIS
for T.H.55,

81 | The District's primary concerns at this time are erosion controls
during construction, and the change in surface runoft

82 I characteristies as a result of the construction. Permits will be

831 required for any conmstruction that occurs within the District.

Finally, the District 1s concerned over the impact this
84 construction will have on existing hydrologlic structures located
along Minnehaha Creek at Hiawatha Avenue.

Ehou%d Kou nave any questions or problems, please contact me at
73-4224.

Very truly yours,

EUGENE A. HICKOK AND ASSOCIATES
Engineers for the District

: '.j;‘,/-':‘/ ':

Sy

Clifford Reep
bt

RESPONSES:

81, See FEIS Section 4.5.1.

82. See FEIS Section 3.5.2.

83. Watershed permit applications will be submitted after more specific design
details are available (See FEIS Section 3.5.)

84, The design of Minnehaha Creek hydrologic structures will be coordinated with the
Watershed District.
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ATTACHMENT E

March 9, 1983

Mr. John Harrington

Water Pollution Program Manager

Metropolitan Coungil

300 Metro Square Building

St. Paul, MN 55101 .

RE: Metropolitan Council Referral File No. 8377-4
Dear Mr. Harrington:

The Metropolitan Waste Control Commission has reviewed the Summary
of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the proposed Hiawatha
Avenue reconstruction to be located in the City of Minneapolis.

Four of the Commission's interceptors are located within the proposed
project area as follows:

Interceptor 1-MN-330 crosses Hiawatha Avenue at 26th Street.
Interceptor 1-MN-341 crosses Hiawatha Avenue at 38th Street.
Interceptor 1-MN-344 crosses Hiawatha Avenue at Minnehaha Pkwy.

Interceptor 1-MN-346 parallels Hiawatha Avenue from Minnehaha
Parkway to 52nd Street.

It is imperative that the integrity of these 1nterceptors be maintained.

85 Therefore, it is requested that a copy of the project's final plans and
specifications be forwarded to the Commission for its review and approval
when available.

Sincerely,

. A I /

<l

-t )
Barnard J. Harrington T~
Director of Engineering

BJH:DAK:BJB

RESPONSES:

The preparation of project plans and specifications will be coordinated with the
Metropolitan Waste Control Commission to insure the integrity of the four inter-
ceptors.
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Metropolitan Transit Commission

801 American Center Building, St. Paul. Minnesota 55101 612/221-0939

April 5, 1983
M. B, GOIDRERG
Mr. Max Goldberg APR 14 1983

City of Minneapolis
323M City Hall
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55415

Dear Mr. Goldberg:

The Metropolitan Transit Commission has received and reviewed the
TH 55(Hiawatha Avenue)Draft Environmental Impact Statement/4(f)
Evaluation and Alternatives Analysis. Based upon that review,
and our participation in the study of the Hiawatha Corridor as

a cooperating agency, we offer the following comments.

The MTC strongly supports the selection of a "build" alternative

over the “no-build" alternative. The existing. roadway is deficient

in serving present transportation needs in the corridor and clearly
would be inadequate to serve increased needs in the future. Operation
of MTC buses on Hiawatha Avenue is made more difficult by the narrow
lanes and the poor condition of the pavement. Continued and improved
transit service will require that some improvement be implemented

in the corridor.

The four "build” alternatives are all consistent with MTC service
guidelines and are compatible with existing transit services.
Because of our involvement in the transit service planning aspects
of the technical studies carried out for the DEIS, we accept the
transit service assumptions as being reasonable. However, those
four alternatives obviously would create vastly different operating
environments for transit in the corridor.

Alternatives 1 and 2 would allow some express bus service in the
corridor using the high-occupancy-vehicle lanes. However, the
amount by which the level of transit service could be increased

is small, as is the projected increase in ridership. We do not
believe that these increases are sufficiently large to justify the
higher capital costs.

Alternative 3 is the minimum improvement for transit which should
be considered for the corridor. Although the effects upon transit
ridership would be small, this alternative would provide for a
reasonable expansion of existing transit services.

moxre...

Office of the Chairman  Peter P. Stumpf, Chairman
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Alternative 4 is clearly the most transit-intensive alternative
studied. Its advantages from a transit perspective include not
only the highest ridership of the alternatives, but also the
lowest operating costs, a factor of great significance to the MTC.
Consideration of this alternative, however, must carefully balance
its many advantages against its high capital investment require=~
ments.

We have several general concerns which have not been addressed by
the DEIS which we believe to be critical to the selection of a
preferred alternative. These concerns include:

Project Financing: Since the previcusly authorized federal

funds for this project are limited to use for right-of-way

and roadway purposes, the means of funding the proposed transit

improvements are not clear. Although some elements of those

improvements, such as buses, would be funded as a part of the MIC's
8(5 normal capital equipment program, funding sources for other elements

are not identified. Obviously, Alternative 4 includes the largest

such need for capital funds.

Effects of Inflation on Transit Costs: The relative costs of the
alternatives would change, depending upon the effects of inflation.
Inflation would increase the costs of the bus-only alternative relative
to the costs of Alternative 4, the light rail transit alternative,
since the bus-only alternatives are more labor intensive. Although
inflation rates are now substantially lower than they have been in

87 previous years, inflation is still a significant factor in transit
operating budgets. This fact must be considered in the evaluation
of the alternatives.

Estimated Transit Ridership: Transit ridership levels estimated for
all alternatives in the EIS are substantially above existing ridership
levels in the study area. Some growth in ridership should be expected
by 2000, the target year for the study, as a result of higher fuel
costs and general population growth. However, the study may have
overestimated those increases. Further analysis of ridership levels

88 I may be necessary as a basis for transit investment decisions in the
corridor.

We have appreciated the opportunity to© participate in the conduct
of the Hiawatha Avenue studies and to review the DEIS. We look
forward to assisting in the implementation of the selected trans-
portation improvements in the corridor.
Sincerely,
- : »
R A2

Peter P. Stumpf
Chairman

ja

R
RESPONSES:
86. Source of funds is unknown at this Time.

87. Further inflation would favor alternatives which are more capital intensive
because costs are fixed over long periods of time.

88. Base forecasts of transit ridership were provided by the Mefropolitan Council
using the best data available at the time.
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION ;‘;’i i

320 Washington Av. South =
Hopkins, Minnesota 56343

$35-3381

TTY 935-6433 .U, GOTDBERS

April 12, 1983

Mr. Max Goldberg

City of Minneapolis

3174 City Hall

Minneapolis, Minnesota 55415

T.H. 55 DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
Dear Mr. Goldberg:

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement for T.H., 55.

The Hennepin County Department of Tramsportation supports any of the four
"build"” alternatives. CSAH 62 from 34th Avenue to T.H. 55 was completed in
1967. Pe t improv ts were terminated at 46th Avenue in order to
provide adequate distance for the future construction of an interchange at
T.H. 55.

The Hennepin County Department of Transportation feels the proposed project
will improve the safety and efficiency of the regional, county, and city
highway system.

We look forward to working with you in continuing the development of the
project.

Sincerely,

Herbert 0. Kloasner, P.E.
Director

HOK/DWS:lar

HENNEPIN COUNTY

an equatl oppoftunity employer
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RESOLUTION RIR-1AY
1ty Aldermen Seallon, Daugherty,
White, Carison, Schulstad,
Rockenstein, Dziedzic, O'Rrien,
Nainville, Slater, Kaplan,
flownrd ond Tyt

Sebmitting recommendations

to the Commissionee of the

Minnesots Department of

Transportation reisting to 3320

FUWA-MN-E15-83-01-D Draft

Faviroamental Impact

Statement/Section 4 ()

Evalustion and Alternative

Anslysis (DFEIS) for Trunk

Highway 33 and County Siute

Ald Bighway 62 in Min.

ncapolis, (lllawatha Avenue)

and stating a prelerence for

Alternative 4.

Whereas, Hiawatha Avenue
Corridor has been studied since
belore 1960; and

Whereas, the City has advanced
to the State of Minnesota ten
million doilars in 1963 for the
purposcs of acquiring land for the
corridor right-of.way; and

Whereas, in 1974 the federsl
government authorized the United
States Scerctary of Transportation
to carry out s demonstration
project within the corridor; and

Whereas, in 1977 funds were
allocated {or preliminary
cngineering on Trunk Highway No.
$5; and

Whereas, the City Council ap.
pointed the Hiawatha Avenue Task
Force (HATF) on September 29,
{ormulatc  recom-
mendations and provide advice
and assistance tothe City Inits role
88 "lead agency' for this study
and FEnvironmental Impact
Statement (EIS); and

Wherens, in September 1970 the
Cily and its consuliant were
authorized 10 proceed with an

envit al impsct st .
and

Whereas, the Draft En.
vir sl Impact S as

set forth In Petition No. 227891, was
presented to the City Council; and

Whereas, the repor{ and
recommendations of the Hiawatha
Avenue Task Force, dasted March
1882, were accepted In their en.

trety; and

Whereas, these recom.
mendations beeame & part of the
Information used by the Clity ss it
reviewed the Draft Environmentat
Impact Statement; and

Whereas, the City has reviewed,
analyzed and concluded thal the
subject Draft Environmentat
Impact Statement was enmplote
and accurate; and

Whereas, the City Councit on
February 25, 1983 recommended '
that funding be sought (or priority
projects and that Hiaswatha
Avenue was among the priority
projeets; and

Whereas, the City of Minneapolis
has evaluated (he responscs of the ,
March 24, 1983 publie hearing and :
those responses received in Lhe
subsequent  designated open '
comnment period; . ¢
Now, Therciore, Re JU )lrsol\'rul

by the City Councl! of the |

City of Minneapalis: :

That the (ollowing concluslons
and  recommendations  bhe  sub. !
nitted 1o the Commissinner of
Transportation:

1. Allernative 4, which facludes
the constructivn of & lourlsne al-
grade artcriatl roadwoy wnhl‘
signatized fintersections ap.
proximately cvery three‘elgmhsl
mile and the Implementation of !
light rall transit, is the preferrod |
alternative for the Nlawatha!
Aveniue Corridor. The major |
reasons include:

s Alternative 4 is the ‘
unanimous  recommended *
slternative of the lliawatiis |
Avenue Task Foree that |
studied the allernatives for i
tiiree years.

b Alternative 4 Is the i
alteenative  supporled Ly a |
heavy mnjority at the publie |
hearing

¢. Alternative {4 Is the
aternative supporied Ly »

heavy majority of agencics
and peuple submitiing written
comments.

d. Allernative 4 serves the
forecast traffic volumes,
stimulates the most land
development and employmont,
is the mosl energy-efficient,
and cnhances Minnehaha
Park

5-64

¢ Withw the deseriphiaon of
alternative 4 the City Council
conciudes that subalternative
42 (Minnchaha  Park) g
preferied, that cither
suballernative 4d  or 4o
(Minncapoits CHD, 15 ac.
ceptable, (hat subaiternalive
48 {Awrport Terminsls s
preferred Lo be used for gesign
concepts and {hat subaner.
nauve 4l should be further
studicd
2 The Final Envirvamental
Impsct Siatement sheald he
prepared and finalized with the
roadway aml teansit clem nts us
vefined wn alternative 4

3 Funding for the toadkway
portion of the transpertlation
sulutlon  should by puisutd im.
mediately: iwo options include:

2. Federaol legislation fur an
appropriation  under  the
funding suthorized by
Congress in 1974 for 11} =5

b Federal-aid  Primary
funding
1. Work should continue with the

Urban Mass Transporiation Ad.
ministrution (UMTA}Y tn answer
yuestions rwsed on the transit
aAllernatives analysis porton of the
Hiawatha Avenue Study; ths wark
will previde UMTA the n.
formation neceded (o -
deeision on a eapttii riant ap.
pheation fer 3 Heht rail transg
system. 1L s recopmized Wt he
Metropotitan Council 1s currently
conducting  sn  alicrnatives
analysis of University Avenue and

the Suuthwest Lornidor, and it is
imporiant that information (or ail
three corridors be prepared al an
cqual level and at 2 level ac.
ceptable to UMTA. It is expected
al Lthe conclusion of the Univer.
sily /Southwest Corridor Sludy a
decision will be made on where
light rail transit should be
developed, if at all, snd how LRT
should be funded (e.. capital
grant from UMTA, private or locat
funding).

5. As the preferrcd Lran
sportation elements are im.
piecmented in the

Hiawatha |

Corridor, close coordination should

ocenr with land development
plans.

Passed May 13, 198). Aliee W
Nainville, President of Council.

Approved May 19, 1883 Dannld
M. Fraser, Mayor,

Attest: Lyall A. Sehwarzkopl
Clty Cierk.



STATE OF MINNESOTA )

COUNTY OF HEMNEPIN ) ss

CITY OF MINNEAPOLIS )

I, Lyle D. Lund, Assistant City Clerk of the City of
Minneapolis, in the County of Hennepin, and State of

Minnesota, do hereby certify that I have examined the

attached copy of Resolution 83R-164

adopted by the City Council of said City at a regular

meeting thereof held on the I3th day of
May , 19 83 | and have carefully compared

the same with the original thereof now on file in this
office, and that said attached copy is a true and cor-

rect copy of said original and of the whole thereof.
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, ! have here

unto set my hand and affixed

the corporate seal of said
City this _ 3rg  day of

June : , 19 83

<

<~ Assistant City Clerk
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March 25, 1983

Max Golidberg
317M City Hall
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55415

Dear Mr. Goldberg:

We appreciote the opportunity to comment on the draft E1S for the Hiowatho Corridor
Project. Both the document and the process which led to it should be compiimented.
The document is sufficiently detailed to provide adequate comparison between
alternatives on all required impoct items.

GENERAL COMMENTS

The set of aiternatives presented in the Draft EIS for the Hiawatha Corridor Project is
a creative solution to the dilemmo of acknowledged freeway-level traffic demand
contrasted with an adamant public refusal to accept a freeway solution. The roadway
portion of each alternative is basically the same: moderate improvement in lone width,
provision of a third northbound lone between 46th Street and Lake Street for truck
access to industrial properties, a raised medion separation between north- and south-
bound lones ond a directional interchange with Hennepin County Crosstown 62. With
the exception of the "no build" alternative, all other options invoke transit in some
form 1o meet the increment of travel demond over-and-above the copocity of a four-
lane roadway.

Of the four oclternatives examined, the LRT option appears to embody the greatest
potential for inducing deveiopment in the downtown and attrocting ridership. [t was
the preferred transit alternative for the Hiawatha Avenue Task Force and the City
Council. (4t should be noted, however, that the City Council position terminated the
light rail §eent the international airport.

Becouse it would require the smallest right-of-way, the LRT option is most favored by
Parks staff. Ofithe Minnehaha Park subalternatives, alternative A is the most attractive
to the Parks staff. This subalternative would provide a bridge solution over the creek
and would require that TH. 55 and the LRT line be covered, Godfrey Road (Minnehaha
7.\ Parkway) would pass over the top of the eor'(hwoﬁ: Subalternative C 2§ also acceptable
._‘ o Porks stoff, but it fears possible dumég:iq:&h::reekbed should ething go owry
\ process of boring the 1umel The 86 2 is afforded by sub-ohemcmve ‘A\,

lll
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CONSISTENCY WITH THE CITY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

Lond Use. — The City's Lond Use plen cails for low density housing west of Hiowatha
Avenve from 62nd Crosstown to Lake Street. The EIS breoks out the state-owned land
as a lond use in its description of the City's pian. The EIS' suggested iond use west
of Hiawatha Avenue is conceptually consistent with the City's plen (housing), but
alternatives |, 2 and 4 call for medium density housing on state-owned land. Only
aiternative 3 is in accord with the City plan, strictly speoking. This difference, however,
ought not be regarded inconsistent, The presence of HOV and LRT facilities are cause
enough for the City's plan to be re-evaluated when the reuse of the state-owned
property comes up for discussion.

Transportation, — All "build" alternatives are consistent with the Transportation section
of the City's plan.

- The looping or cul-de-sacing of all but the major cross streets along the
corridor is @ measure which preserves neighborhood integrity and helps
minimize through traffic on residential streets,

- All the "buiid" alternatives emphasize the role of public transit and accord
with Plan for the 1980s policies |1, 14, I5b, 16, iéa, 17d, e and f, 18a, b ond
¢, 21 an N

- The EIS is consistent (in alternative 3) with the Plan's suggested bus route
improvements on pages 4/29 and 4/30.

- The EIS responds to the Plan's call fo study the Hiawatha Avenue transit
corridor, to design "the appropriate tronsit mode into any new highway
construction or reconstruction" and to "improve transit access times into the
CBD from outlying Minneapolis neighborhooods."

Natural Resources. — Conceptually the alfernatives considered in the EIS ("build"
alternotives) support objectives 7 (AIR QUALITY STANDARDS), 8 (VEHICLE NOISE
REDUCTION) and 10 (NEIGHBORHOOD QUIETUDE) of the Natural Resources section
of the City plan. Aiternative 4 — &4-ione divided roadway with LRT — of the "build"
alternatives best supports these objectives.

Again, we compliment the efforts of the Miawotha Avenue Task Force ond its consultant,
Sincerely,
/",..':-'oz, é/,u;é,
/ Janet M. Hively
Acting Plaonning Director
cc: Tony Scalion, Aldermaon

Lyall Schwarzkopf, Coordinator
Jim Daire, Transportation Planner
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RESOLUTION NO. 83-108
SUPPORTING ALTERNATIVE #4 UPGRADING
OF HIGHWAY 55

WHEREAS, the City of Minneapolis has for a great number of years
attempted to upgrade the service level of Trunk Highway 55, and

WHEREAS, the Minneapolis Park and Recreation Board has been concerned
that the lands in Minnehaha Park and Longfellow Lagoon be protected and consolidated
at such time as an upgrading would ocecur, and

WHEREAS, the Minneapolis.Park and Recreation Board in February, 1981,
adopted a set of Basic Objectives and Requirements concerning the upgrading of Highway
§5 through Minnehaha Park and the Longfellow Lagoon, and

WHEREAS, the City of Minneapolis has completed a Draft Environmental
Impact Statement concerning the upgrading of Trunk Highway 55, and

WHEREAS, the Draft Environmental Impact Statement contains alternatives
which can accommodate the objectives and requirements of the Minneapolis Park and
Recreation Board ec ning Minnehaha Park and Longfellow Lagoon, and ’

WHEREAS, the Minneapolis Park and Recreation Board has, under separate
letter, responded to the specifics of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and has
identified in its response to the Draft Environmentnal Impact Statement those conditions
which can best accomplish an improved highway and an improved park setting, and

WHEREAS, the Minneapolis Park and Recreation Board believes the
-requirements adopted in 1981 can be accommodated and achieve a better park and
highway.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE PARK AND RECREATION
BOARD OF THE CITY OF MINNEAPOLIS:

That the Minneapolis Park and Recreation Board supports the efforts of
the City of Minneapolis and the Minnesota Department of Transportation through
Alternative #4 upgrading Highway 55 consistent with achieving a better park and highway
service.

Adopted by the Park and Recreation Board on this _4th day of May,

1983.
/s/ Patricia Hillmever
Patricia Hillmeyer, President
APPRO T /s/ Del Green

Del Green, Secretary

¢ _Donaid” M. Fraser, Mayor
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Late: May 4, 1983

Place: .Summit Bank Building

Time of

Meeting: 4:30 p.m.

Board Members Present:
Commissioners Nancy Anderson,
Patricia D. Baker, Tom Baker,
Walter Bratt, Dale W. Gilbert,
William Holbrook, Naomi Loper,
Scott Neiman and President
Patricia Hillmeyer - 9

Board Members Absent:

None

MOTION

Item 9.1

Commissioner Gilbert moved, seconded

by Commissioner Bratt -

THAT THE BOARD ADOPT A RESOLUTION WITH
REGARD TO THE PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION OF
HIGHWAY 55 THROUGH SOUTH MINNEAPOLIS

AND THE MINNEHAHA PARK AREA, CAPTIONED AS
FOLLOWS:

RESOLUTION NO. 83-108
SUPPORTING ALTERNATIVE #4 UPGRADING
OF HIGHWAY 55

on call of the roll, the vote was Yeas - 9,
Nays - 0, as follows:

Yeas - Commissioners Anderson, P. D.
Baker, T. Baker, Bratt, Gilbert,
Holbrook, Loper, Neiman and President
Hillmeyer - 9

ADOPTED

Meeting adjourned at 7:40 p.m.

STATE OF MINNESOTA )

COUNTY OF HENNEPIN ) ss

CITY OF MINNEAPOLIS)

I, Del Green, Secretary of the Park and
Recreation Board of the City of Minne-
apolis, in the County of Hennepin, and
State of Minnesota, do hereby certify
that I have examined the attached ex-
tract from the minutes of a meeting of

the Park and Recreation Board of said

City held on the 4th day of
May 1983 , and have

carefully compared the same with the
original thereof, now on file in this
office, and that said attached éopy is

a true and correct copy of said original
and of the whole thereof. IN WITNESS
WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand

and affixed the corporate seal of said

Park and Recreation Board, this_ 7th

day of June~, A 19 83
\

Secretary
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President:

MINNEAPOLIS
PARK & RECREATION BOARD

April 13, 1983

Max Goldberg

City of Minneapolis

323M City Hall

Minneapolis, Minnesota 55415

RE: FHWA-MN-EIS-83-01-D Draft Environmental [mpact
Statement/Section 4 (f) Evaluation and Alternative Analysis
for Trunk Highway 55

Dear Mr. Goldberg:

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the DEIS for Hiawatha
Avenue. The Minneapolis Park and Recreation Board (MPRB) commends
the City of Minneapolis, as lead Agency and the Consultant, BRW, Ine.,
for the thoroughness of the study.

The MPRB supports the concept of improving the Hiawatha Corridor.
In the area of Minnehaha Park, Subalternative "a", Covered roadway,
grade separated at Minnehaha Parkway and "c", Tunnel fulfill the needs
of the Board and are acceptable. Subalternative "b" is muech less
desirable in that Minnehaha Parkway would interseet Hwy. 55 at grade,
resulting in much more congestion and traffic on the Parkway. In
addition, and more importantly, this Subalternative does not allow Hwy.
S5 to slope downward as it proceeds northward after erossing over/under
Minnehaha Creek. A depressed Hwy. 55 lowers significantly the height
of the covered roadway which allows better connections between
Minnehaha Park and Longfellow Gerdens. Thirdly, the 470" length of
subalternative ™" is not long enough to provide an gesthetic land bridge
treatment.

Patricia Hillmeyer

Vice President: In addition to this, the MPRB would like to point out the following

Walter Bratt areas of concerns and conflicts.

Commignioners:

Naney L Andersan 1 Figure 2-7 indicates that Bus Route #7 uses Minnehaha Avenue

Tom Baker between Nawadaha Blvd. and 42nd Avenue. Where will this

&;‘lﬁ."‘;"ﬂmﬁ“ﬁ“m‘Bg route be relocated with the construction of any one of the

Naomi Loper alternatives, particularly if the MPRB decides to vacate

Scott Neiman Minnehaha Avenue?

Secretary:

Del Green 2. Page 3-14 indicates that there is no access onto Hwy. 55 at

Superintendent: -East 54th Street, yet Figure 6-1A would indicate that this is

David L. Fisher 90 not true. The MPRB feels that because of the amount of

3&3..?;‘;2},5"\‘?'{"5?2{?“' park land available south of this point, it must have access

Phone 1-612-346-2142 into the Park along 54th Street. Access from 54th to Hwy. 55
is not necessary, however.

89.

90.

91.

92.

RESPONSES:

Under Alternative 4, selected as the preferred alternative, MIC Route 7 would
not operate. :

East 54th Street was erroneously omitted from the list of access points on page
3-14 of the DEIS.

The City concurs with the MPRB suggestion and will recommend that routing to the
Great River Road Commission.

The advantages, disadvantages and costs of alternative treatments will be anal-

yzed in detail during the design of the facility. The MPRB will be given every
opportunity to provide input to the decision-making process.
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Max Goidberg
April 13, 1983 - page 2

3. P. 4-41 indicates that the Great River Road will utilize Park
Drive (this should be Fort Snelling Drive) as a connection
between Godfrey Road and Hwy. 85. The Great River Road

Route Selection and Development Guide indicate that the Route

91 will go directly from Godfrey Road to Hwy. 55. If Hwy. §5

is upgraded per one of the Alternatives, the MPRB would

recommend using 46th Avenue and 46th Street to connect

Godfrey Road to Hwy. 35.

4, Page 5-74 states that part of the mitigation of the impacts
on Minnehaha Park will be the replacement of the steel girder
towers of the overhead 115 KV power line with single pole

92 pylons. While this is an improvement, the MPRB feels that

relocation of the line, the use of underground cables or

integration of the line into the roadway median are better
solutions.

5. Page 5-75 states that the R.F. Jones House will be relocated

within Longfellow Gardens. This is a possible site, but the
93 MPRB reserves the option of having the house relocated to
other locations within Minnehaha Park.

6. Pages 5-75, 5-91 and 7-18 indicate that the noise sbatement

wall will be approximately 15' from the Princess Station. The

94 MPRB feels that it is essential that the existing railroad

trackage as well as adequate space for & landscape buffer

between the station and the wall be provided. This will require
a minimum of 35', with 50' a desirable dimension,

7. Pages 5-76 and 5-77 details Water Quality Impacts. The MPRB
95 prefers that storm water from Hwy. 55 not be diverted into
Minnehaha Creek.

8. Page 5-78 indicates that Minnehaha Avenue would likely be
used as a detour during construction. Because this parkway
is not constructed to hendle truck traffic, the MPRB would

96 not allow this usage unless agreements can be reached between

them and the Minnesota Department of Transportation (MN

Dot) concerning mitigating measures such as total removal or

reconstruction of the parkway after completion of Hwy. 55.

9. Figure 5-10 indicates the landseaping visual buffer stops short
. of East Phillips Park, located north of East 24th Street and
a7 east of 17th Avenue. The MPRB assumes that this is a drafting
error and that this park will have adequate noise barriers and
suitable landscape planting.

10. Figures 6-1B, 6-1C, 6~1D, 6-1E, 6-1F, 6-1G, 6-1H, 6-1l, 6-1J,
6-1K, 6-1L, and 6-1M graphically depict a triangular shaped
area (located between the Hiawatha Corridor and 37th Avenue
and between 46th Street and Crosby Place extended) as right-

98 of-way available for park land. Because of the configuration

of the area, relative small size and difficulty of incorporating
the triangular shape into a useable portion of the Minnehaha

Creek corridor, a use other than as park land is probably more

appropriate.

e
RESPONSES:

93.

94,

95.

96.

97.

The issue is addressed in FEIS Section 7,0 and also discussed in FEIS
Section 6.4,

The noise wall will be set back approximately 50 feet from the Depot. A drawing
showing a potential treatment of the noise wall with landscaping is shown in
Figure 6-6,. '

See FEIS Section 3.5.

If use of Minnehaha Avenue as a detour is required, an agreement beftween MnDOT
and the MPRB would be negotiated.

See FEIS Section 4.1.
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Max Goldberg
April 13, 1983 - page 3

il. Page 6-34 lists measures to minimize harm. Although, the MPRB

disagrees with a covered roadway length of 470'-0" as indicated
99 earlier, they do agree with the other measures. The MPRB is
particularly pleased with the indication of establishment of a
means of communication throughout the projeet.

12, Page 6-36 indicates that the R.F. Jones House would not have

to be relocated under altecnates 3a, 3b, 3¢, and 4b. Because
100 Minnehaha Parkway and elements of Hwy. 55 corridor are moved
much closer to the house, the MPRB feels that the house must
be relocated irrespective of which alternate is chosen.

One item which has not been covered by the DEIS is the issue of access
to the Soldier's Home. The elimination of roadways (including Minnehaha
Avenue) from the park area is a goal the MPRB has long held. It
101 should be the responsibility of the Implementing Ageney of an action
as large as the reconstruction of the Hiawatha Corridor to facilitate
the objectives of agencies impacted by their action. The issue of
vacation of Minnehaha Avenue by the MPRB in terms of existing bus
routes and access to the Soldier's Home has been ignored.

Attached for your reference, is a listing of basic objectives and
requirements which the MPRB adopted in dealing with Hwy. 55 and
Minnehaha Park. These were previously transmitted to you.

The improvements to the Hiawatha Corridor suggested by this report
will be invaluable to the City of Minneapolis. If answers to the MPRB
concerns as stated above can be found, this project will be of equal
benefit to the Park System. :

Yours truly,

M gl ey morey

Robert Mattson
Park and Recreation Planner

RMM/ck

Encs.

RESPONSES:

98.

99.
100.

101,

This parcel is appropriate as public open space because it can provide an open
space link between the LRT station on 46th Street and the present public open
space adjacent to Minnehaha Creek.

The covered roadway will be approximately 650 feet in length.

This issue is addressed in FEIS Sections 7.0 and 6.4,

The proposed improvements of TH 55 allow continued access from the Soldiers Home
to TH 55, The elimination of Minnehaha Avenue is beyond the scope of this pro-
Jject.
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January 16, 1981

Highway 55 Corridor Through Minnehaha Park

Basic Objectives:

1.

2
3
4.
5

1.

That there be the consolidaction of park lands;

That there be satisfactory replacement lands;

That there be grade separation of Minnehaha Parkway;
That there be access into the park; and

That there be protection of the natural and man-made en-~

vironment of Minnehaha Creek, Minnehaha Park, and the
adjoining neighborhoods.

Regquirements:

The covered bridge/tunnel of the Highway 55 Corridor
should be a minimum of 650 feet long.

The design of the covered roadway/tunnel and restoration
of all park lands and facilities impacted by the con-
struction of the Highway 55 Corridor shall require the
approval of the Minneapolis Park and Recreation Board at
regular intervals throughout the planning, design, and
construction phases.

The amount of park land diverted to highway usage will
not exceed approved land added to the system. The land
area of the covered roadway/tunnel will not be calculatc-
ed as being added to the park system.

A minimum of 50 feet of clearance shall exist between
the Princess Station and the sound wall barrier.

Minnehaha Parkway shall pass over the northern end of
the covered roadway/tunnel while Minnehaha Creek with
paralleling bicycle and pedestrian paths shall flow un-
interrupted under Minnehaha Parkway andé over/under the
Highway 55 Corridor. C(Clearance from the paths to the
botrom of the bridge(s) shall be a minimm of 12'-0",
The detailed design of these underpass(es) is critical
to the success of the project and shall require the ap-
proval of the Minneapolis Park and Recreation Board.
The reconstructed parkway shall be redone between 38th
Avenue and Minnehaha Avenue.

The Mimmesota Department of Transportatioa should work
with Public Works, the Minneapolis Park and Recreation
Board, and the Mirnehana Creek Watershed Discrict to as-
sure that any structures built or modified in the High-
way 533 Corrider improvements will be in accordance with
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10.
11.

12.

13.

14,

15.

16.

the flow requirements of Minnehaha Creek to avoid Su-
ture flood situations.

That the rise in land grade and elevation over the cov-
ered roadway/tunnel shall be kept to a minimum but shall
be sufficient to provide for normal plant life and
growth. Land grade slopes should preferably not exceed
10%.

Minnehaha Park will be continuously buffered along
Highway 55 by a combination of sound walls, mounding,
and plantings. The design of these features shall re-

. quire the approval of the Minneapolis Park and Recrea-

tion Board. .

Auto access will be provided into the park at East 54th
Street, East 52nd Street, and East 50th Street. Pedes-
trian and bicycle access will be provided at these
points as well as adjacent to Minnehaha Creek and over
the covered roadway/tunnel.

Direct park access to transit service should be provided

The Longfellow Library will be relocated to a location
satisfactory to the Minneapolis Park and Recreation
Board.

The existing electrical powerline shall be removed from
land to be under the control of the Minneapolis Park
and Recreation Board.

All facilities which will no longer be functioning ele-
ments after the highway construction (such as Minnehaha
Avenue, railroad and road bridges, miscellaneous street
connections, etc.) shall be removed subject to the dis-
cretion of the Minneapolis Park and Recreation Board.

Appropriate mitigating actions will be taken to reduce
to a minimum the negative effects of the roadway con-
struction. This includes such items as disruption of
park services, noise, dirt, runoff, loss of access, etc

The Minnesota Department of Transportation will arrange
for the discontinuation of automobile access to the
Minnesota Veterans Home across the Minnehaha Creek
bridge from Minnehaha Avenue.

The Minnesota Department of Transportation will provide
demonstrations satisfactory to the Minneapolis Park and
Recreation Board that the long-term operating functions
of the arterial and covered roadway/turnel will rot
have a negative effect on Minnehaha Creek, Minnehaha
Park and the surrounding envircns, such as tunnel
drainage, exhaust fumes, etc.
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17.

A system of communication and coordination will be de-
veloped by the Minnesota Department of Transportation
(satisfactory to the Minneapolis Park and Recreation
Board) which will insure that the concerms of the Board
regarding the planning and construction of the Highway
55 Corridor/Minnehaha Park project are satisfied.
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T . N QI OF MINNER
15 SOUTH STH STREET, MINNEAPOLIS, MINNESOTA 55402 -+ TELEPHONE: 338-3807 g
April 13, 1983 MBGOWWG

AR 141883

Mr. Max Goldberg

City of Minneapolis

317M City Hall

Minneapolis, Minnesota 55415

Re: Hiawatha Avenue Location
and Design Study

Dear Max,

With regard to the above study, the Board of Directors of the
Downtown Council adopted the following position unanimously in
November of 1980:

If only one light rail transit line is built, and
that line runs up the Hiawatha Avenue Corridor, that
it not penetrate the Central Business District but
be stopped at one of the peripheral parking ramps.
Such a line should be constructed so that if at some
future date other lines enter the Central Business
District, it can be tied into a downtown light rail
transit circulation system.

Since that time, we have formed a Joint Task Force with the
Greater Minneapolis Chamber of Commerce to study transit for
Minneapolis. Enclosed herewith is a copy of the joint task
force report for your information. We had five basic recommen-
dations and Recommendation No. 5 was: Conduct Corridor Study

The Joint Transit Task Force recommends that
HENNEPIN COUNTY AND THE PRIVATE SECTOR, IN
CONJUNCTION WITH THE AFFECTED CITIES, PROCEED WITH
AN ECONOMIC ANALYSIS AND IMPLEMENTATION PLAN ON A
ROUTE FROM THE AIRPORT (ALONG THE HIAWATHA CORRIDOR)
TO MINNEAPOLIS TO HOPKINS (ALONG THE SOUTHWEST
CORRIDOR). THIS ANALYSIS SHOULD COMPARE THE LONG-
TERM COST EFFECTIVENESS OF A BUS SYSTEM WITH A MIXED
SYSTEM THAT WOULD INCLUDE AN LRT COMPONENT. SUCH A
STUDY WOULD DETERMINE WHETHER A MIXED SYSTEM FOR THE
ENTIRE ROUTE, OR ANY SEGMENT OF IT, IS ADVANTAGEOUS.
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Mr. Max Goldberg
April 13, 1983 Page II.

You will also note on the bottom of page 44, a statement to the
effect that the Minneapolis downtown business community is committed
to supporting the search for solutions and is prepared to work wth
all parties to act on these recommendations without delay.

Our concern is also pointed out in the study of the light rail system
(page 36) as follows:

Construction of an LRT system in congested areas

102 | (i.e., on downtown streets, etc.) could disrupt
businesses and traffic in the area.

103 We felt in November 1980 and still feel today that too little
attention was given to how any LRT line would penetrate downtowan.

Sincerely,”

/ o~ T

gay
ODG/jz o b: Gay
President

enclosure

L ]
RESPONSES:

102. This is true of LRT, as well as any other construction in the downtown area.

103. See Technical Report 12 - CBD Light Rail Alternative Alignment Evailuation.
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Transit for Minneapolis:
Needs and Opportunities

A Business Community Assessment

February 1983 -

A Joint Report from:
The Downtown Council of Minneapolis
The Greater Minneapolis Chamber of Commerce

Note: F?ages 5-80 through 5-82 are the relevant pages from the document referred to
in the letter from the Downtown Council (p. 5-78).
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feasibility of 1light rail as a transit mode in a number of Twin
Cities corridors.

RECOMMENDATION IV Purchase Rail Rights of Wav

The Joint Transit Task Force urges HENNEPIN COUNTY
TO CONTINUE TO PURCHASE RAIL RIGHTS OF WAY,
ACQUIRING LAND 1IN ACCORDANCE WITH ITS POWERS UNDER
THE HENNEPIN COUNTY RAIL AUTHORITY.

RECOMMENDATION V. Conduct Corridor Study

The Joint Transit Task Force recommends that
HENNEPIN COUNTY AND THE PRIVATE SECTOR, IN
CONJUNCTION WITH THE AFFECTED CITIES, PROCEED WITH
AN ECONOMIC ANALYSIS AND IMPLEMENTATION PLAN ON A
ROUTE FROM THE AIRPORT (ALONG THE HIAWATHA
CORRIDOR) TO MINNEAPOLIS TO HOPKINS (ALONG THE
SOUTHWEST CORRIDOR). THIS ANALYSIS SHOULD COMPARE
THE LONG-TERM COST EFFECTIVENESS OF A BUS SYSTEM
WITH A MIXED SYSTEM THAT WOULD INCLUDE AN LRT
COMPONENT . SUCH A STUDY WOULD DETERMINE WHETHER A
MIXED SYSTEM FOR THE ENTIRE ROUTE, OR ANY SEGMENT
OF 1T, IS ADVANTAGEOUS.

*ww

Prompt action must be taken.

Government bodies should recognize the immediacy of these
problems and begin to address them in early 1983. The Joint Task
Force urges the appropriate agencies to establish timetables for
implementaticn.

The Minneapolis downtown business community is committed to
supporting the search for solutions and is prepared to work with
all parties to act on these recommendations without delay.
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bus or heavy rail.

9. Transit officials in San Diego, Edmonton and Calgary perceive
rider appeal beyond original expectations. Cities with bus=LRT
transfers report more comfortable, more secure, and ultimately

less time consuming than bus-to-bus transfers. Fixed rail such
as LRT appears to have a strong potential for converting
automobile commuters to more efficient means of transit. (Surveys

of <transit riders in San Diego after LRT had been installed, for
example, indicate that 39% of them had been auto commuters prior
to LRT installation.)

19. The combination of its market appeal and mechanical features
provide several potential environmental benefits. Use of LRT can

decrease traffic congestion and noise levels, and improve air
quality.

11. Crosstown bus feeder sarvice, required for LRT, <an enhance
bus servics.

12, Increased use of mass transit would reduce the need for
parking facilities in central Minneapolis.

13. LRT can use abandoned or existing rail rights of way.
WEAKNESSES

1. Compared with buses on existing streets, initial capital
costs are high.

2. Route flexibility is minimized because the trackage needed is
permanent. Thus routes can not be easily changed to reflect

changing demand and need factors.

3. LRT alone would not comprise a comprshensive transit system,
as it requires supplemental feeder buses.

4. The number of transfers required for the transit system to
operate is thus increasaed. .

5. Generally, LRT is above ground and thus requires its own
right~of-way.

6. More riders than a comparable-sized bus system are needed to
make an LRT system work financially.

7. Construction of an ULRT system in congested areas (i.e:, on
downtown streets,etc.) could disrupt businesses and traffic in
the area. ,
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Greater Minneapolis Chamber of Commerce

Chamber of Commerce Buiding. 15 South Fifth Street. Minneapoks. MN 55402 (612) 370-9132

March 25, 1983

Mr. Max Goldberg

City of Minneapolis
317M City Hall
Minneapolis, MN 55415

RE: 330 FHWA-MN-83-01-D
DEIS/4(f) and Alternative
Analysis (DEIS/4(f)

Dear Mr. Goldberg:

Over the past 2.5 years the Greater Minneapolis Chamber of Commerce
Transportation Council has reviewed and commented on the various stages of
this study. To the best of our review and comment, this study presents
appropriate ‘options and alternatives.

The Greater Minneapolis Chamber of Commerce has been kept informed of the
process and studies included in this corrdior study. The Chamber of
Commerce in January 1981 and in February 1983 looked at transit and
presented enthusiasm for the potential feasibility of Light Rail Transit
(LRT). A route from the airport along Hiawatha Avenue Corridor to the
Central Business District (CBD) could positively affect the vitality of
the CBD as it works in conjunction with opportunities for other LRT lines
out the Southwest diagonal to Hopkins and from downtown Minneapolis to
doyntown Saint paul,

Itlis our opinion, alternative four of the subject EIS would be more
appropriate for the needs of Minneapolis than the other options.

ack Boarman, CRairman
Transportation Council
Greater Mtinneapolis Chamber of Commerce
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E ) city of i
) bloomington, minnesota
g3t O Snakcoes oaa @ Ricomingrer. Minnesore 55231 8 (4121 884-521¢
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[
James k LInS3u ’ John G. Piageon
g, *Aanage:

March 28, 1983

Mr. Max Goldberg .
THS55 EIS Project Manager M. 5. GOMR=RE
City of Minneapolis e
323 M City Hall o e
Minneapolis, MN 55415

Dear Mr. Goldberg:

The Bloomington City Council has reviewed the THS55 (Hiawatha Avenue) Draft
Environmental Impact Statement. Based upon this review, the City Council
officially comments as follows:

1. The City of Bloomington's Comprehensive Plan provides for a
fixed guideway transit corridor from the Metropolitan Stadium
site to Minneapolis=-St. Paul Intermational Airport via 80th
Street and 34th Avenue. Alternative 4h, as described in the
DEIS, is in accord with the objectives and policles in the
City's Comprehensive Plan and is preferred over all other
transit alternatives described in the DEIS.

2, The City of Bloomington finds that although other transit
alternatives described in the DEIS may provide acceptable
transit service levels in Minneapolis, they do not address
existing or future needs for transit service to the Airport
or the Airport South District in Bloomington.

3. The City of Bloomington finds that alternative 4h has the
most beneficial economic impacts for Minneapolis, Bloomington
and the Metropolitan Region.

4. The City of Bloomington will communicate additional technical
comments regarding the DEIS in a letter from John Pidgeon,
City Manager. :

The City appreciates having the opportunity to be a cooperating agency for
preparation of this Envirommental Impact Statement. I look forward to the
day when we will be able to impl this ded transit project.

Very truly yours,

T e e
ames H. Lindau- -
Mayor

AN AFFIRMATIVE ACTION/EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER
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CITY OF BLOOMINGTON

OLD SHANOPEE ROAD AT PENN  «  BLOOMINGTON. MINN. 45431

March 21, 1983

Mr. Max Goldberg

THS55 EIS Project Manager
City of Minneapolis

323 M City Hall
Minneapolis, MN 55415

Dear Max:

With regard to the TH55 (Hiawatha Avenue) Draft Environmental Impact
Statement, the Ciry of Bloomington has the following comments:

1, Paragraph 3 on page 3-29 describes feeder bus systems
operating in conjunction with light rail transit. This
10 4 discussion mentions feeder bus services in south Minneapolis,
the Highland Park area of St, Paul and northern Dakota County.
It is also likely that feeder bus services would serve
Bloomington east of I-35W,

2. In table 3-4 on page 3-34, it is not apparent that the amounts

in columns labeled annual capital cost are a reflection of the
105 annual payments repaying the initial capital cost, as opposed
to ongoing annual capital expenditures. A footnote describing
assumptions (e.g. term of bonds and interest rates) used to
derive the annual capital cost column would be helpful.

106 I 3. Figure 4-9 on page 4=-20 and figure 4~11B on page 4=33 should be
modified consistent with the attached figures.

4, In paragraph 5 on page 4~42, delete the words "in 1982" from
107 the first sentemce. The City anticipates that the stadium
will be dismantled in 1983.

The City appreciates the opportunity to review the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement. Your diligence and attention to detail in this study
are evident in the final product.

Very truly yours,
éibhn G. Pidgeon

City Manager

Enc.

AN AFFIAMATIVE ACTION/EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER

RESPONSES:

104, This is a possibility, although analysis indicated that areas west of Cedar
Avenue had shorter travel time to the Minneapolis CBD via bus.

105, The amounts reflect annual payments repaying the initial capital cost.
106. The changes are noted.

107. The projected date was correct at the time. As of 1/1/84, the stadium was still
standing.
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March 29, 1983

Mr, Max Goldberg NG STRT™GE
TES55 EIS Project Manager .
City of Minmeapolis o

323 M City Hall

Minneapolis, MN 55415

~

Dear Mr. Goldberg:

The City of Bloomington in cooperation with the Metropolitan Council, Hennepin
County, the Minnesota Department of Tranaportation, the Metropolitan Airports
Commission and the Metropolitan Transit Commiseion is conducting a tramsporta-
tion and environmmental management study for the Airport South District (the
portion of Bloomington bounded by I-494, TH77 and the Minnesota River). The
study will result in a transportation plan to serve development anticipated

in the District and a generic envirommental impact statement for this antici-
pated development.

Although the study is not yet complete, it is already apparent that actions
improving transit service to the District will be necessary in order to reduce
capital expenditure on roadways and increase development potentials within
the District,

The Coordinating Group (the policy-making body for the Airport South Trans~
portation and Envirommental Management Study) has approved a trangit-use
objective that at least five percent of peak-period person~trips from the
District should use transit. Implementing light rail transit from the Metro-
politan Stadium site to the Airport to downtown Minneapolis would be a substantial
step toward achieving or surpassing this objective.

Therefore, the Coordinating Croup encourages selection and implementation of
the light rail transit altermative in the Hiawatha Corridor.

Very truly yours,

2
éﬁa&@'\‘k
~Fames’ H. Lindau e

Coordinating Group Chairman,

Airport South Transportation & Envir al Man t Study and
Mayor,

City of Bloomington

JHL/mr

AN AFFIRMATIVE ACTION/EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER
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April 18, 1983

Mr. Max Goldberg

TH 55 EIS Project Manager
City of Minneapolis

323 Minneapolis City Hall
Minneapolis, Minnesota = 55415

Dear Mr. Goldberg:

The Bloomington Chamber of Commerce has reviewed the TH 55 (Hiawatha
Avenue) Draft Environmental Impact Statement. As a result of that
review, the Bloomington Chamber supports alternative 4h.

Any new form of transit that is developed in this region must consider
the needs of that region and not just a single city. Alternative 4h
opens up the long range possibility to serve at least the Airport South
business district as well as future business districts in the southern
metro region.

Favorable consideration for alternative 4h will be appreciated.

incerely,

Donald L. Groen, CCE
President and Chief Operating Officer

DLG: jmg

ACCREDITED
CHAMBER OF COMMERCT

Suite 213, 8200 Humboldt Avenue South ¢ Bloomington, Minnesota 55431  Telephone 612-888-8818
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108

(612) 853-9333

RECEIVED
APR 211983

April 20, 1983

Mr, Max Goldberg

TH55 EIS Project Manager
City of Minneapolis

323 M City Hall
Minneapolis, MN 55415

Re: TH55 (Hiawatha Avenue)
Environmental Impact Study

Dear Mr. Goldberg:

I am writing on behalf of the Northstar financial Corporation, the
operator of Met Center and the Minnesota North Stars. In the proposed
location and design study for the Hiawatha Avenue corridor, we note

that the station for the fixed guideway transit system would terminate

at the Metropolitan Stadium site. As you know, we operate the northerly
47 acres of this property which includes the Met Center and suitable
parking for our events. If the station were placed in the south 47 acres,
we would find ourselves in the very difficult position of not having
enough parking to accommodate our customers.

At this time, we would have to reject any proposal to place the station
on our 47 acres as there is no room. However, this decision could change
if alternative arrangements for parking were provided in the future. The
alternative arrangements would take the form, for example, of stacked
parking in parking ramps.

We are sending this letter to you so we are on record at this time explain-
ing our dilemma. If you have any questions, please contact me at the
above number and address.

B

Yours very truly,

Sz Kobuk s,

Walter L. Bush, Jr.
Vice President

wLa,Jr./cf
cC: A
m_

NATIONAL HOCKEY LEAGUE

—
RESPONSES:

108.

The location has not been exactly determined. The location will

sulftation with affected property owners.
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LAW OFFICES
J. BERTRAM PRESS
1421 PARK AVENUE
MINNEAPOL!S. MINNEEOTA BS5404

330.8027

March 1, 1983

Mr. Max Goldberg naeof
Project Director ""'w
Hiawatha Avenue Corridor Study ABR 02 1083
210 City Hall tAAR

Minneapolis, Minnesota 55415

Dear Mr. Goldberg:

I am in receipt of the Hiawatha Avenue Environmental Impact Statement and
noted the potential adverse effects.

Enclosed is a Personal Rapid Transit pamphiet from the University of Minn-

108 esota. As the people mover would be completely non-pelluting, energy-
efficient and would require very little land it should be considered as a
viable alternative or addition.

Doctor J. Edward Anderson'’s address is on the brochure. His phone number
is 373-5548, | am sure that he wouid be very happy to make a presentation
to your group at any time.

Very truly yours,

S?ajs; 77
J. Beffram Press

JBP/rh
Encl.

cc: Dr. J. Edward Anderson

RESPONSES:

109. PRT, as a variation on automated guideway transit, was considered very early in
the analysis. See Technical Report 5 - Applicability of Automated Guideway
Transit for Hiawatha Corridor,
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NEW TRANSPORT SYSTEMS DEVELOPED AT UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA

Patent applications have been filed by the
University of Minnesota on a new family of ground
transport systems that incorporate recent advances
in microelectronics. Using linear induction motors
to propel and brake three-passenger,
microprocessor-controlled vehicles, the system
provides nonstop, on-demand, private service in
seated comfort between off-line stations in a
network of guideways, the configuration of which
is compileteiy flexible.

The system is a novel, optimized form of
personal rapid transit (PRT) that takes advantage of
a number of technological advances of the past
decade. These advances make the system several
times as energy-efficient as a bus or streetcar,
reliable, safe, vandal proof, and impervious to
winter weather while permitting line capacities
equiv’alent to the maximum flow in people per hour
un 4 four-iane freeway. The guidewsv-orewe new
system is onlv 32 inches wide and 39 inches deep.
Required station capacity is attained by use of
multi-berth stations, While the direct cost per mile
of the whole system is less than that of a streetcar

1) A downtown system.

system with track laid on the ground, the true cost
comparison must retlect land efficiency. For every
acre of land required for the posts and stations of
the new PRT svstem, a streetcar system requires
tvpically 27.5 acres, vet the capacity of the new
system exceeds that of the streetcar.

In addition to the basic urban system, the family
of PRT systems includes freight vehicles using
single or double bogie containers, and hospital
vehicles using double bogies for movement of
patients, staff, food carts and goods between
buildings. While initial applications will be in major
activity centers where speeds of 20 to 30 mph are
adequate, technical advances in guideway design
permit speeds of 50 to 60 mph with little
modification. Using a deeper guideway, a
high-speed, inter-city version will be developed.
The advantages of these systems are that a high

level of service is provided with very little noise, air
pollution, land use and energy.

The attached illustrations show 1) a downtown
system, 2) a 55-mph urban-suburban trunk line
including a freight module, 3) the interior of a
station, and 4) an energy-efficient, high-speed,
inter-citv version capable of moving more than 3600
seats per hour (20 seats per vehicle) at speeds up to
180 mph.

Each city along the route of the inter-city svstem
will have one or more off-line stations and the trip
between all pairs of stations is nonstop. Because the
vehicles are so small, noise, vibration and guideway
. costs are markedly lower than in a conventional,
[ high-speed train, and the service is much more
frequent.

The total cost per passenger-mile of the
PRT-class of transit systems is minimum for these
reasons: 1) The seat capacity is distributed in many
smail automatically controlled units instead of in a
few large ones, thus minimizing the size and
weight of the guideway; 2) the guideway is

2) A 55-mph urban-suburban trunk line including a freight module.

3) The interior of a station.

elevated and adjustable vertically and horizontally
to eliminate the problems of building track straight
and keeping it straight as the temperature varies;

3) the guideway configuration has been carefuily
selected to meet all requirements at minimum cost;
4) the small vehicles operate on demand, thus
minimizing the number of place-miles per day
required to move a given number of people; 5) each
trip is nonstop, thus minimizing the input of kinetic
energy; and 6) the use of microprocessors make
on-board control and failure monitoring practical
and cheap.

Since minimum cost is accompanied by a very
high level of service, the total cost per
passenger-mile of these new systems is markedly
reduced over that of other fixed-guideway systems.
Since ali required subsystems are state-of-the-art,
these systems can mature within a few vears. PRT
is the next logical step in the history of
transportation.

871 UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA
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1) An energy-efficient, high-speed, inter-city version capable of moving
more than 3600 seats per hour (20 seats per vehicle) at speeds up to 180
mph.



a new way to move people & goods

. 1800 rEAM LOCOMOTIVE
> |5 HORSE-DRAWN STREETCAR

W

850+
CABLE CAR

18754 .
ELESTRIC STREETCAR
13004+ AUTOMOBILE

AIRPLANE
10254 MOTOR BUS
1950 T LINEAR INDUCTION MOTOR For background, read “Personal Rapid Transit,” Environment.
October, 1980.
19754 AUTOMATED TRANSIT
For more information, write to:
PERSONAL RAPID TRANSIT Dr. J. Edward Anderson
20001 University of Minnesota

111 Church St. S.E.
Minneapolis, MN 53455
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DAVID J. THERKELSEN
3133 415t Avenue South
Minneapolis MN 55406

March 25, 1983

M. 3. GOLLIREG
Max Goldberg

City of Minneapolis APR 0. 1982
317 M City Hall
Minneapolis, MN 55415

Dear Max:

1 was unabie to attend the March 24 public hearing on the
Hiawatha Corridor. However, I would like to enter into the
record of the hearing my support of the Hiawatha Avenue
Task Force plan.

The plan is thoughtful, realistic, and represents a model
of citizen participation. An especially important eiement
of the plan is reservation of right-of-way on the western
part of the corridor for light rail transit. To design a
transportation corridor for the 1980's and '90's without
provision for a practical, effective transit system would
be tragic shortsightedness.

The City of Minneapolis, the Task Force members, and the

consultants did excellent work, that I hope will be

supported by the Commissioner of Transportation.
Sincefp]yf’

&~ Tavid J. Therkelsen
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APR 01 1983

March 27, 1984

Dear Mr. Max Goldberg,

After giving 1,000 hours of my time a few years ago as a committee
member studying Highway 55, and almost giving up hope of any action
resuiting from that work, |'m now asking you to favor alternative
#4.

| feel this would be the best roadway for our neighborhood. | also
hope some day we will have light rail.

Thank you for your time,

Sincerely,

Mrs, Virgil J. Welna (Pat)
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Comments on the uiawathe Corridor Draft Lis by Jobn R, Gilkeson,
2801 §. 8th St., ~pls., aN 5545k, spesking as & private citizen
and mechanical engineer concerned with transportation planning and

podiey. Wb corweee
APR 14 1983

1.) The Draft LiS does not address!
a.,) the effect of the alternetives on tourism, the conven-
110 | tion industry, or CLD commercial and hotel occupancy
rates and perking requirements;
11 1 [ b.) the regulstion and enforcement of HAOV lane requirements;
¢.) The use of Hiewsthe and .innehaha Aves, as & 'one=-way
1 12 l pair' through iMinnehahs FPark only (this may have been
addressed in the preliminary scoping process).

2.) All forecasts involving alternative 4 assume no change in
the number of cers per household through the year 2000.
That assumption is probably alsc made to the end of all
useful lifetimes associated with the project, This may
be an accurate assumption through 2000 for e single rail
corridor in the Twin Cities. munowever, on p.S-9 , there is
reference to a significantly lower number of cars per
113 household in areas with comprebensive rail transit systems.
1f this happens in the Twin Cities 8s a result of implementing
alternative 4, it will lead to significant changes in the
torecasts of:
a.) direct and indirect energy consumption (including
automobile manufacture);
b.) lend use and tax base (parking requirements);
¢.,) consumer outlays for asutomobiles, insurance, maintenance,
fuel and parking (see pas-y9«),

3.) In order for a transportation corridor upgrading to be
considered & true and comprehensive transportation improve=-
ment, all aspects of transportation must be improved. To
paraphrase webster, this means that ‘public and private acts
and means of conveyance of people and goods' must be
improved., Wwebster defines trensit as "a system or organized
means of publigkonveyance or travel”. Therefore, transit is
a type of transportation, specifically, it is ‘public means
and acts of conveyance of people', Twed Tty m it
Treditionally, transit is a system of transportation operated
under public guidelines regulating the frequency, area, and
price of service provided by & public or private entity, 0 uarcutee

esgsential service to the public regardless of economic
status, at locations and times commensurate with demand Zfor
and cost of the service. In a sense, transit is an even
more basic need than housing, employment or health care,
since it determines how each of these are available to us,
Therefore, a transit improvement could probably be best
described as: ‘any physical, systemic, or organizational
change which leads to any or all of; decreased fares,
increased service area, increased freguency or times of
service, decreased travel time, and/or increased paetronage.’

L .___________________________________________________________________________________________
RESPONSES:

110. The economic impact of all alternatives is described in Sec. 5.1.6 of the DEIS,
111, The difficulty of regulating HOV facilities is well documented.

112, In Minnehaha Park, Minnehaha Avenue is owned by the MPRB and is not available
for use as a trunk highway.

113, All tfravel forecasts assume a significant reduction in per-person frip-making
from what had previously been assumed. These assumptions are reflected in the
energy analysis (Section 5.1.11 of the DEIS) and the user benefit analysis
(Section 5.1.2.4 of the DE!S).
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It has been established in this Drafit EIS that alter=
native 2 does not meet any of these criteria. it is only
a transit 'slternative' since it merely incorporates the
existing transit system into an improved roedway. There=
fore it is not a comprehensive transportation corridor
irzprovement and should not be considered.
Alternatives 1 and 2 do 2 little more than incorporate
the existing transit syste:x into en improved roadweaey.
The roadways have higher capacities and higher speeds and the
HOV lanes are an iamprovement which affects the existing
transit systen., The inmplication is that the increase in
bus capacities and speed will be of the same order as the
increase in automobile capacities and speeds, This
probably won't be the case. If one were to double the
number of automobile lanes and double the nuzxber of buses, .
the lanes would £ill up long before the buses., In addition,
the bus travel time under these alternatives won't be
nuch different from the current 7 express and & ‘éervxce,
nor will the service area., Any increase in bus patronage
under alternatives 1 and 2 will be due primarily to
development in the corrider, not to any physical, systeaic,
or organizational change in the transit system. :
The ..etropolitan Council definition of transit includes .
the following phrase: "repetitive service that has et least
3 persons riding per trip...". At the hearing on .ar. 24th,
in the DEIS, and in e conversation with .ir. Robert .iorast,
it was indicated that the HOV lanes could be used by any
vehicle comntaining 2 or more pcople, 4ccording to the
scoping process grid (p.%3 ), the HOV lanes are considered a
‘transit alternative', Therefore, for the BOV lanes to
neet the the Council's definition of transit, no vehicle
containing less than 3 persons (or 4, depending on one's
definition of 'riding') may use them. In addition, the
HOV lane itself certainly does not provide ‘repetitive
service', It is also a legitiamate and important question
which, if any, private automobile trips constitute 'repetitive
service' and to whom is it 'service'? The possession and
use of a private autonobile does not fulfill any purpose
of public accessibility, nor does it meet amy of the
criteria of improved transit service describe above.
Therefore alternatives 1 and 2 must be reévaluated. .
Alternatives 4 and 5 appear to be the only options which
treat all espects of transportation equally. Alternative
4 combines an improved roadway for privatdtrattic with
an improved tramnsit physical plant, systex and organization
which leads to faster, nore frequent service to a larger ares
and increased patronage. Alternative 5 doesn't change the
roadway and doesn't change the transit,

4.) (pp. 5-61,62) The need for a central parking ramp in the
114 Hiawatha=27th~-Lake area under alternative 4 is not

substantiated in the Draft EIS or its supporting documents.
Further, it is in contradiction to one reason for implementing
LRT, which is to decrease dependence on the automobile and
the amount of land required for parking. The City of llinne=
apolis should move to decrease the parking space requirenents
for businesses and residences served by LRT if Alt, 4 is
approved. This is consistent with the decrease in cars per
household noted on p,. 5%,

L
RESPONSES:

114, The parking ramp is not part of the proposed action. The DEIS only suggests
that a parking ramp may be part of a development proposal made for that area
aftter the proposed action is implemented.
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The ..lawatha-27th-wane grea :s the site of potentially
the largest retaii-co ..ercial-1incustrial devclop.uent
witihin the corridor. 1f 1t is an auto.iotile-oriented

velop:ent,*within an¢ across the corridor will increase,
2 significent a.ount ol land will be devoted to pariing,
anc pecestrian traffic will be 1..pedcd. L 1t is e
pecestrian/transit-oriented develop.ent, there will e an
increase in transit usage througs and across the corridor
and there will be :ore lend availaile Ior developuent,
This will result in a higher level 5{ service to the
co...unity and corridor, afforc¢ the possibility of open
space in the develop.:cnt area, and provide an increase

in the tax vase, in p. 5=451 it is noted that there is
little green space in this area. un p, 5=-32 there is
reference to a need for addtional pariing in the 52pd=54th
area under &lt. &4,

5.) (pp. 5=81,62) "Run-down, vacant, poorly-uaintained,
deteriorating structures" are a result of the continuing
uncertainties in the corridor and some city regulations

115 (21st Ave. . of Lake). 7This is usually a prinary result

of 2nd excuse for freeway develop:ient. Who's going to

expand or spruce up or even naintain a home, business or
rental property when it night be deniolished next year or
énd up fifty feet fro. a noisy, dirty freeway?

.Y (p. 5=-4C) “The .uix of ,.. industry" provides long-tern
enployment, tax base, and stability to neighborhoods and
inimnizes transportation to and from euployment., Certainly
these attributes are not inconpatible with neighborhoods.
In our rush to provide so.e short=ter. construction
e.ploynent, we breax up efficient transportation patterns

116 and forget about the long-ter: employnent and other benefits

and contributions of neighborhood-based industry. It is a

sort of chauvinis:: to say that one should or shouldn't

live by a railroad yard or grain elevator. It's not so

evil and ugly if it's putting the bread on the table.

This is also part of the diversity and accessibility of

urban life which some prefer to the nore homogeneous

or conpartnrentalized auto-oriented suburban areas.

7.) (sec. 5.1.17.4) bkxisting rail lines in this potential
develop.aent areapresent the opportunity for an LRT line
to serve the West St. Anthony Ffalls Historic District, the
..ills District, this area, the west Lank, the University's
117 Last DZank Campus and other areas including the St. Paul
‘Canpus, the State Fairgrounds, Energy Park and Como Park.
LN is currently planning a-trolley on some of this right-of-
way in the north half of the West St. Anthony Falls District,

Z.) (p. 5=CU) "The effects on wildlife in this segment would
be limited prinarily to the conversion of part of an
urban woodlot to a surfaced highway." This speaks for itself.

RESPONSES:

115. This is the point the DEIS was making, and is an argument for making a firm
decision regarding improvements in the corridor.

116. As described on page 5-60 of the DEIS, the incompatibility may arise from air,
noise, or visual pollution, traffic problems, etc.

117. The LRT line proposed here would serve the redevelopment area directly.
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¢.) (sec. 6.2.1C.1%) The effects of salt on water quality,

existing vegetstion, automoviles, and the roadway are not

addressed in this Dreft LIs. Lor is there & cost-benefit
118 analysis for the use of salt based on the above effects.

Costs of roadway and auts.obile repairs due to salt use

are substamntial., Structural daaage to automobiles from

salt which can lead to loss of control of a vehicle ape = ni%
1‘19 I addressed by a state progra: of vehicle inspection.

10.) (sec. 6.2.10) The inpact of the proposed iaprovenents
on ..innehaha Park will be deternined in large part by the
design and saterials used.. It can look like new I-9L or
like a 4~-lane parkway. It can look like it was built in
1990 or it can be of indeterniinate age. It can look etther
built in or stuck on, ..inimizing the use of exposed and
unornanented concrete and J1axinizing the use of local
aaterials such as stome, iron, wood, brick, and tile in
designs conplementing the existing Park and Veteran's Hone
structures and the natural environmnent would help to
mininize the iapact of the iaprovements on the area.
From 2 historical perspective, an LRT line is not so
mueh of an intrusion to the area. If built, it will be
the third rail passenger line to and through the park.
The existing track in the park was once a Chicago-..pls.,
mainline, end the streetcar ran through the park on the
east side of ..innehaha Ave, until the early 1950's.
The rail line is capable of transporting .aore people through
the area with less noise, right-of-way, pollution, and
continuous traffie than the roadway.

Thank you for the opportunity to comanent on the Draft LIS,

1 N .
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L ______________________________________________________________________________
RESPONSES:

118. See FEIS Section 3.5.

119. The decision whether to use or not use salt is made on a system basis and is
therefore beyond the scope of the analysis.
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ROOFING AND SHEEY
METAL CONTAACTORS

Jorkee A DALSIN ascct’ Sore. Tuc. ComMEmeraL,
INST!T!—:TXONAL

CONSULTANTS - DESIGNERS
MAINTENANCE PROGRAM

MEMBRANE WATEAPROOFING

.
2830 SOUTH 20TH AVE
MINNEAPQLIS. MINN. 55407
PHONE 6§12/729-933¢

Russa(i C Calsin e Roderi M Daisin s Jonn A Daisin |}

M. B. GOTDBERG
APR 21983

April 11, 1983

City of Minneapolis

Office of City Coordinator
301M City Hall
Minneapolis, MN 55415

Attn: Mr. Max Goldberg, Project Director
Hiawatha Avenue Corridor Study

Gentlemen:

Reference is made to your draft EIS, Alternative 4. Drawing

figure 5-7 shows contemplated dwelling units in the entire city
120 | block in the northeast corner of Layman Cemetery. We own and

operate our business in the north half of this block. We built

an extensive two-story building on this property in 1976 comnsisting

of offices, sheet metal shop and roofing warehouse and are using

the entire property including property in the north half of the

block to the east for heavy industrial purposes in accordance

with the zoning. We have also installed extensive fencing,

blacktopping and ground surface treatment including on the property

we recently purchased from Milwaukee Road adjoining their trackage

at the north end of our property extending from Layman Cemetery

to 21st Avenue South.

Figure 5-10 drawing refers to street tunnel under Milwaukee
121 Road R.R. mainline which we trust will not be located to interfere
with our operation which includes trucks and semi-~trailers.

Yours very truly,
John A. DALSIN and Son, Inc.
_/.“,I _" o \'\ - )
~ - v‘_' ;‘ N tr .-
P et S LI G NV I,
Russell C. Dalsin _
Y
RCD/dj1

1
RESPONSES:

120. The figures and text describe only potential development which could occur with
implementation of the improvements; they are not part of the proposed action.

121, Properties in this area will have access to Hiawatha Avenue via both 28th Street
and Lake Streeft.
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5.3 COORDINATION WITH COOPERATING AGENCIES

As soon as a draft of this FE!S was available, copies were fransmitted to
the nine Cooperating Agencies and fo three other agencies for review. The
comments of those agencies have been incorporated into the FEIS. The agen-
cies which reviewed fthe draft FEIS were:

Cooperating Agencies

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

Urban Mass Transportation Administration
Minnesota Pollution Control Agency
Metropoiitan Council

Metropolitan Transit Commission

Metropolitan Airports Commission

Hennepin County Department of Transportation
City of Bloomington

Others
Minnesota Department of Natural Resources

Minnesota Historical Society
Minneapolis Park and Recreation Board
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6.0 FINAL SECTION 4(f) EVALUATION

6.1 SUMMARY

The proposed action consists of roadway and transit improvements in the TH
55 corridor in Minneapolis, Minnesota, located southeast of the Minneapolis
CBD.

Involved in the proposed action is land covered under Section 4(f) of the
Department of Transportation Act and under Section 6(f) of the Land and
Water Conservation Fund Act. The involvement arises in the south end of
the corridor, and concerns Minnehaha Park.

Five project alternatives, including a no=build alternative (Alternative
5), were analyzed in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) and
4(f) Evaluation distributed early in 1983, The four build alternatives
each involved upgrading TH 55 to a four-lane divided at-grade arterial.
The proposed transit improvement differed under each build alternative
studied., The fransit options included: a high-occupancy vehicie (HOV)
roadway, at grade (Aiternative 1); an HOV roadway, grade separated
(Alternative 2); improved bus service and facilities (Alternative 3); and a
light rail fransit (LRT) system (Alternative 4). Subalternatives asso-
ciated with the build alternative dea!t with freatment of the roadway
tThrough Minnehaha Park, and with LRT distribution at the north and south
LRT termini.

The alternative selected by the Commissioner of the Minnesota Department of
Transportation is Alternative 4, a four-lane divided at-grade arterial,
with light rail transit. The selected subalternatives call for a covered
roadway through Minnehaha Park, grade separated at Minnehaha Parkway; and
an LRT line from the Minneapolis CBD at the north to the Minneapolis-St.
Paul International Airport at the south,

The selected alternative requires the acquisition of 6.8 acres of 4(f)
fands in the Minnehaha Park area; 8.3 acres of replacement land will be
available under the alfernative.

Based on the consideration of the various alternatives analyzed in the DEIS
and preliminary 4(f) evaluation, it was determined that there is no
feasible and prudent alternative to the use of land from the Section 4(f)
property and that the proposed action includes all possible planning to
minimize harm to the Section 4(f) property resulting from such use.

More detailed descriptions of the project area, the proposed action and the
alternatives analyzed are included in Section 2.0 of this FEIS and in

Sections 2.0 and 3.0 of the DEIS.
6.2 INTRODUCT ION

The Department of Transportation Act of 1966, Section 4(f) makes the
declaration that it is in the national interest fo preserve the natural
beauty of the countryside, public park and recreation lands, wildlife and
waterfow! refuges, and historic sites. Section 4(f) procedures require
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that the Secretary of Transportation approve projects which require the use
of such publicly owned lands of national significance, only where it can be
shown fthat (1) no feasible and prudent alternative to the use of such land
exists, and (2) such projects include all possible planning to minimize
harm to the Section 4(f) land resulting from such use.

The purpose of the 4(f) Statement is to present information and supporting
documentation needed by the Secretary of Transportation in order to reach a
decision regarding the use of those properties protected by Section 4(f).
The 4(f) properties under consideration, Minnehaha Park and its environs,
will be affected by the proposed action. Within the 4(f) Statement, all
existing 4(f) properties are identified and potential impacts resulting
from the construction of any of the alternatives under consideration are
analyzed. Documentation of purpose and need for the project was included
in the DEIS. '

6.3 PARK AND RECREATION LANDS

The park and recreation lands inventory conducted for this project has iden-
tified four 4(f) properties in the primary impact area (See Figures 6-2B).

1. Minnehaha Park, located south of Godfrey Road and east of Hiawatha
Avenue, and adjacent to the Mississippi River.

2. longfellow Gardens, located south of Minnehaha Parkway and west of
Hiawatha Avenue,

3. Minnehaha Parkway, located west of Hiawatha Avenue.

4, Wenonah Triangle, located at East 42nd Avenue and Hiawatha Avenue.
This 4(f) statement details the effects associated with the reconstruction
of TH 55 on each of the identified units., The four units are treated

together in this document for: several reasons.

1. The units generally lie adjacent to each other and are functionally
| inked.

2. The units are all under the ownership of a single entity, the
Minneapolis Park and Recreation Board (MPRB).

3., Wenonah Triangle, Longfellow Gardens and Minnehaha Parkway all serve
Minnehaha Park in a complementary fashion., In addition, Minnehaha
Parkway provides a trail linkage to Minnehaha Park, which is a major
element in the Minneapolis park system.

6.3.1 Descriptions of Properties

The parklands affected by the proposed project are part of a system of
interconnected parks and parkways. As a result of this interconnection, it
is not possible to complete the Hiawatha Avenue project without crossing
parkiand at some location. The existing TH 55 roadway, which is to be
upgraded under this proposal, now crosses Minnehaha Parkway and Minnehaha
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Creek (separating Longfellow Gardens from the rest of Minnehaha Park), and
lies adjacent to Minnehaha Park south of the creek. Figure 6-1 shows the
park and parkway system in the project area and a schematic representation
of where Hiawatha Avenue would cross parkland., All alternatives including
the no-build cross parkland, but only the build alternatives meet the
objective of improving fransportation in the Hiawatha Avenue corridor.

6.3.1.1 Minnehaha Park

Minnehaha Park consists of 171.,2 acres of natural habitat and maintained
parkland. Included within the park is Minnehaha Falls and the associated
gorge, and some Mississippi River bottomland.

Minnehaha Park serves as the link befween the West River Parkway frail
system and the trail system within Fort Sneltling State Park, which also
provide linkages to trail networks in the Minnesota Valley National
Wildlife Refuge and Recreation Area and to the Minnesota Valley Trail,

The steep slopes of the Minnehaha Creek gorge provide a variety of natural
habitats for many species of wildlife. Common tree species include elm,
oak, and basswood. Some remnant, low-lying bogs are present adjacent to
the creek in the vicinity of the Minnesota Soldiers Home, located at
Minnehaha Avenue and East 51st Street,

Numerous species of wildlife utilizing the area inciude a variety of
songbirds, such as cardinals, robins, orioles, warblers, catbirds, thrushes
and various species of waterfow!, gulls and terns. Also present are gray
squirrels, woodchuck, whitetail deer, cottontail rabbits and jackrabbits,
Reptile and amphibian species include three species of garter snakes, as
well as turtles, toads and frogs. This diversity of wildlife is a con-
sequence of Minnehaha Park's close proximity to the Minneapolis=-St. Paul
International Airport and its associated vast acreage of grasstand, and to
Fort Snelling State Park, which provides a continuous travel corridor along
the Mississippi River to the primarily undeveloped Minnesota River Valley,

Minnehaha Falls is a feature not only of recreational interest but of
geologic interest as well, It is a representation of the advance of St.
Anthony Falls up the Mississippi River gorge, as the sandstone layer
beneath the l|imestone eroded more rapidly and caused the recession of the
falls upriver.,

6.3.1.2 Longfellow Gardens

Longfellow Gardens is 4.6 acres in size and includes a pond created by a
small dam on Minnehaha Creek, Situated on the property are a few scattered
trees and a statue of Henry Wadsworth Longfellow. The grass within
Longfellow Gardens is kept mowed. Situated at the northeast corner of
Longfellow Gardens is the R.F. Jones House, a feature which will be
discussed in greater detail in Section 6.4 of tThis document,

At one time, Longfellow Gardens was the site of a small zoo and botanical
garden, It is no longer used for this purpose.
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6.3.1.3 Minnehaha Parkway

Minnehaha Parkway is 9.5 miles long and connects Lake Harriet with
Minnehaha Park. There are a total of 235.2 acres in the parkway. |In this
area of the corridor, the parkway consists of two one-way streets separated
by a boulevard. Minnehaha Creek runs along the northern edge of the park-
way property at this location., Many tall, stately elms provide shade along
the parkway, and the boulevard grass is kept mowed.

6.3.1.4 Wenonah Triangle
Wenonah Triangle is a grassy, O.l-acre parcel located west of Minnehaha
Park at Hiawatha and East 42nd Avenue. It is separated from Minnehaha Park

proper by TH 55,

6.3.2 Activities and Use

6.3.2.1 Minnehaha Park

Minnehaha Park is considered by the Metropolitan Council as serving a
regional function. The park draws users from Minneapolis, St. Paul and
other communities within the seven-county metropolitan area, as well as
from other parts of the state and from outside the state. Probably the
single most improved park in the Minneapolis Park System, Minnehaha Park is
also considered one of three anchor parks along the Mississippi River.

The major attraction of the park is Minnehaha Falls and its associated
gorge. On weekends, 18 percent of the park visitors spend 30 minutes or
more traveling to the park; this is the greatest amount of time spent en-
route associated with any of the major Minneapolis parks. Also, many of
the visitors - 14 percent on weekends, 24 percent on weekdays - have never
been to the park before. During 1977, total use for Minnehaha Park was
476,000 user visits. (One user visit is one person visiting the park
during one day without consideration of the length of the visitor's stay.)
Most visits occurred between Memorial Day and Labor Day. Use throughout
1977 was distributed as follows:

o Memorial Day to Labor Day 257,000
o Fall 84,000
o Winter 68,000
o Spring 67,000

Major park activities include picnicking, parkway driving, sightseeing,
organized group games, walking/hiking, bicycling and sitting. Other acti-
vities inciude jogging, casual games, relaxing, nature walking/wildlife
observation and sunbathing. Ski touring and skating occur during the
winter months. Length of stay in the park depends on the acfivify.i/

1/ Metropolitan Council, Metropolitan Park User Study, 24 pp & attach-
ments, 1977,
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Facilities and attractions present within the park area include picnic
areas, drinking fountains, sculpture, benches, refectory (including rest
rooms, picnic shelfer and park police offices), bandstand, floral displays,
hiking trails, nature trails, interpretive plaques, geological formations,
parking areas, day camp, fire ring, outdoor grills, children's outdoor play
equipment, ballfield, footbali/soccer field, service buiiding, four fennis
courts, Minnehaha Creek, Minnehaha Falls and Minnehaha Depot (aliso called
Princess Station). The park is frequently used for nature study purposes
by various school groups. A frail between Minnehaha Park and Fort Sneiling
State Park provides continuous trail access from the Minneapolis- Campus of
the University of Minnesota, through Fort Snelling State Park, the
Minnesota Valley National Wildlife Refuge and Recreation Area and the
Minnesota Valley Trail, to LeSeuer, Minnesota. This trail will be
avalilable for use by bicyclists and hikers.

6.3.2.2 tongfellow Gardens

Longfellow Gardens are part of the Minnehaha Park/Minnehaha Parkway network
and also have regional significance. A variety of age groups use the open
area for active informal play such as frisbee throwing, casual strolling,
fishing and other similar activities, Recreational use data are similar to
those given above for Minnehaha Park. The main feature of Longfellow
Gardens is the open space it provides for sunbathing, general relaxation
and informal active games. Longfellow Gardens, adjacent to Longfellow
Lagoon, is also an informal puli-out point for the many canoeists using
Minnehaha Creek. The historic R.F. Jones House, located on this property,
is presently closed to the public.

6.3.2.3 Minnehaha Parkway

Minnehaha Parkway is part of a regional trail network within the City of
Minneapolis known as the Grand Round. The parkway is 9.5 miles long and
connects Lake Harriet with Minnehaha Park, Within the parkway route, there
are opportunities for boating, picnicking, hiking and walking, ski touring,
bicyciing and pleasure driving. Playgrounds are also present at various
locations. With the exception of playgrounds, all of the previously

listed opportunities could take place within that portion of the parkway
located in the project area. The portion of the parkway within the
Hiawatha Avenue Corridor consists of open space and serves the same
recreational functions as the Longfellow Gardens area.

6.3.2.,4 Wenonah Triangle
The Wenonah Triangle serves primarily as local open space. One bench is
situated on East 42nd Avenue for use by MIC bus patrons. The small size of

this park precludes any use beyond sitting on the grass and relaxing.

6.3.3 Relationship to Similarly Used Lands

The Minnehaha Park recreation complex, which includes Longfellow Gardens,
Wenonah Triangle and that portion of Minnehaha Parkway which lies within
the study area, provides a recreational focal point for users of West River
Parkway, Godfrey Road and Minnehaha Parkway. Pleasure drivers as well as
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bicyclists and hikers using the parkway system benefit from the variety of
recreational opportunities that are offered by Minnehaha Park. In
addition, Fort Sneiling State Park, approximately three miles to the
southeast, is a 3,265-acre park consisting primarily of Mississippi River
bluff land and Minnesota River Valley bluff land and bottomland. This
targe natural area provides opportunities for a variety of recreational
experiences including hiking, bicycling, horseback riding and snowmobiling.
An interpretive center, swimming beach, picnic area and boat launch have
been developed. 'Fort Snelling State Park also lies adjacent to and pro-
vides trail connections with the Minnesota Valley National Wildlife Refuge
and Recreation area, The Refuge/Recreation area complex is the result of
the combined efforts of federal, state and local units of government fo
provide a network of cooperatively managed recreational units. This net-
work extends to Jordan, Minnesota. Beyond that point, the Minnesota
Department of Natural Resources manages and operates a series of trail
waysides and a state trail which extends to LeSeuer, Minnesota. Also,
lying across the Mississippi River to the east of Minnehaha Park, is Hidden
Falls Regional Park,

6.3.4 Access

Primary access to the Minnehaha Park recreation complex is provided by
Minnehaha Avenue from the south, by Hiawatha Avenue and Minnehaha Avenue
from the north, Minnehaha Parkway from the west, and Godfrey Road from the
east.

The primary entrance to Minnehaha Park is between 42nd Avenue and Godfrey
Road. A second entrance to the park exists on the north side of the park
off Godfrey Road, Pedestrian and bicycle access is also provided with the
connection of Godfrey Road to West River Parkway. West River Parkway

paral lels the Mississippi River on its west bank and presently extends from
the Minneapolis Campus of the University of Minnesota to Minnehaha Park.

Access to Minnehaha Park from the Parkway will continue fo be provided with
a bridge passing over Hiawatha Avenue., Access to the Park from Minnehaha
Avenue will remain.

6.3.5 Location and Amount of Lands Affected

The location and amount of parkland affected under each of the alternatives
and subalternatives studied was presented in Table 6-1 and Figure 6-2 of
the DEIS. Discussion of the location and amount of parkland affected under
the preferred alternative (Alternative 4) follows.

The parkiand taking and replacement acreages represented are approximations
based on the concept designs studied for the EIS. These estimates were
based on planimetered measurements rather than field surveys and are sub-
ject to change during the detail design stage. More exact boundaries and

acreages will be determined during the final design stage of the project.
Construction of the preferred alternative will require the taking of 7.2
acres of parkland, of which 1.2 acres will be part of the covered roadway.

The affected parklands are shown on Figure 6-2. Replacement lands are
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available immediately adjacent to the roadway in the form of an abandoned
railroad right-of-way and abandoned road right-of-way which can be rehabil-
itated into parkland. Available replacement lands include 1.1 acres of
existing highway right-of-way, and 7.2 acres of railroad right-of-way. An
additional 1,7 acres of covered roadway surface will be available for park
use, The lands proposed as replacement lands for those Taken by highway
construction are essentially Identical. The railroad right-of-way passes
through Minnehaha Park and is separated from Hiawatha Avenue by a narrow
strip of parkland., |t is this narrow strip of parkiand between Hiawatha
Avenue and the railroad right-of-way which will be taken for construction.
The amount of land taken will be replaced by an equal amount of land
available from the railroad right-of-way plus the abandonment and rehabili-
tation of parts of the existing highway right-of-way.

6.3.6 Section 6(f) Requirements

A Section 6(f) involvement exists when the affected park property has used
Land and Water Conservation (LAWCON) Funds in its development,
Stipulations within Section 6(f) require the replacement in kind of the
property taken. LAWCON funds were used to develop and rehabilitate
recreational facilities on 45.1 acres of land within Minnehaha Park. The
property developed through the use of LAWCON funds, identified on Figure
6-2, will not be impacted by this project. Reconstruction of TH 55 will
occur outside of the limits of the area where Land and Water Conservation
Funds were utilized for park improvement, Based on correspondence with
the Minnesota Department of Energy and Economic Development, the Agency
responsibie for coordinating LAWCON grants fo local units of government, it
has been concluded that no 6(f) impact will occur on parkiand,

6.3,7 Physical Effects on Properties

The taking of property in the Minnehaha Park recreation complex will have
the following effects on the park and ifs surroundings. These effects
apply under the preferred alternative, as well as under the other build
alternatives studied.

1. The loss of four tennis courts near Minnehaha Depot.
2, A minor increase in the siltation and turbidity of the water in
Minnehaha Creek during the construction of the road and bridge

crossing of the creek.

3. Minor disruption of pedestrian and motorist access during the
construction period,

4. Some minor disturbance to park visitors viewing Minnehaha Falls when
construction activities take place,

Alternative 5, the no-build alternative, would have the folliowing impacts
upon the park.

1. Continued noise levels associated with the use of TH 55 as a major
thoroughfare for trucks and commuter fraffic,
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2. Safety hazards for pedestrians and bicyclists using Minnehaha
Parkway to visit Minnehaha Park.

6.3.8 Ownership of Properties

Minnehaha Park, Minnehaha Parkway, Longfellow Gardens and Wenonah Triangle
are under the ownership or administration of the Minneapolis Park and
Recreation Board (MPRB). The MPRB is a semi-autonomous body of elected
officials responsible for the acquisition, maintenance and operation of
parks and associated recreational facilifies in the City of Minneapolis.,
The trail system which is proposed to connect West River Parkway/Godfrey
Road with Minnehaha Park and Fort Snelling State Park would utilize the
abandoned railroad right-of-way in part and would be under the jurisdiction
of the MPRB. ‘

Part of the park property is leased from the Minnesota Soldiers Home. The
tease is for that portion of the Soldiers Home property contiguous to
Minnehaha Creek and Park near the juncture with The Mississippi River,

6.3.9 Alternatives to the Use of Parkland Property

Because Minnehaha Parkway and Longfellow Gardens lie perpendicular to
Hiawatha Avenue, there is no alternative which would not in some manner
require acquisition of parkland, except Alternative 5, the no~build alter-
native. (See Figure 6-1,)

Early in the project analysis, an alignment alternative was considered
which avoided the separation of Longfellow Gardens from the main body of
Minnehaha Park. Under this alternative, TH 55 would divert from its
existing alignment at about 46th Street, pass to the west of Longfellow
.Gardens, and then rejoin the existing TH 55 alignment at about 50th Stfreet,.
Implementation of this alternative would require acquisition of a minimum
of 30 to 50 additional residences and would require several short radius
curves in the alignment. Due to these alignment and acquisition impacts,
and because it appeared highly likely that a satisfactory direct alignment
solution could be developed, this alternative was not given further
consideration.

6.3,10 Measures to Minimize Harm

The following measures to minimize impacts to the existing parktands would
be adopted.

1. Parkland taken will be replaced through the acquisition of the aban-
doned railroad right-of-way and turning the unused portion over to
the MPRB; also, obliterated sections of existing street and highway
right-of-way will be rehabilitated and turned over to the MPRB.

2. The covered roadway will be approximately 650 feet long. A concept
drawing (Figure 6-3) illustrates how the covered roadway will appear
in relationship to the Park. Figure 6-4 shows a cross-section of
the covered roadway at the point of greatest soil cover.
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Appropriate landscaping materials will be used to complement the
transition between Minnehaha Park and Minnehaha Parkway. The
landscaping plan will be coordinated with and have the approval of
the Minneapo!is Park and Recreation Board.

The covered roadway will not pass beneath Longfellow Lagoon/
Minnehaha Creek. That alternative was rejected because concerns
were raised about the integrity of the underlying rock formations,
|f These rock formations were excessively disturbed, the flow of
Minnehaha Creek might be altered causing a reduction in flow over
Minnehaha Falls or a reduction in the water level in The lagoon.

The design of the covered roadway and restoration of all parklands
and facilities impacted will be coordinated with and approved by the
MPRB at regular intervals throughout the planning, design and
construction phases.

A bicyclie and pedestrian path will parallel portions of the proposed
improvements along TH 55. In the vicinity of Minnehaha Park,
measures will be taken to integrate the bicycle and pedestrian path

with the recreational uses of the park. (See Figure 6-5.)

Bridge structures builit or modified as part of TH 55 improvements
will be in accordance with the flow requirements of Minnehaha Creek
to improve future flood siftuations.

The rise in land grade and elevation over the covered roadway shall
be kept to a minimum, but shall be sufficient to provide for normal
plant life and growth., Grade slopes preferably should not exceed
ten percent with approximately three~ to four-foot soil depth
coverage over the covered roadway. (See Figure 6-3 and 6-4,)

Minnehaha Park will be continuously buffered along TH 55 by a com-
bination of noise walls, mounding and plantings. The design will be
such that an abrupt wall effect will be avoided. Variations in
landscape design, mounding and vegetation will be used. The design
of the wal! and planting will be coordinated with and approved by
MPRB.

Under the preferred alternative the roadway will be separated from
the park by a noise wall plus berms and landscape plantings. This
noise wall will continue throughout the entire length of the park
with breaks at 50th Street, Minnehaha Avenue and 54th Street, to
provide access to Hiawatha Avenue, Figure 6-6 is a conceptual

drawing of the noise wall in the vicinity of Minnehaha Depot and the
covered roadway. From the parkside of the wall, landscaping and
berms wil!l be used to create visual diversity and mecderate the

visual effects of the noise barrier fo park users,
The visual impacts of the noise wall on Minnehaha Depot will be

minimized by placing the wall approximately 50 feet away from the
station. Figure 6-7 is a cross-section view of the relationship
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1.

12.

‘3.

between Minnehaha Depoft and the noise wall. A view of the noise
wall from the Depot platform is shown in Figure 6=-6 and an aerial
oblique concept view is shown in Figure 6-3, These figures

illustrate that the noise wall, when constructed, will be unobtru-
sive and can be effectively screened. The view in the area, when
the roadway has been completed, will be more appealing and desirable

than the present view, which is dominated by the almost constant
passage of trucks, buses and cars.

Depressing the roadway to preserve the views from the depot is
physically impossible because of vertical geometric roadway align-
ment requirements and the distances befween Minnehaha Creek, the
depot, and 50th Street, Controlling elements in roadway design are
the need fto maintain a low covered roadway profile, vertical
clearance requirements beneath the bridge over Minnehaha Creek, and
the need to provide an at-grade intersection at 50th Street. Given
these controlling factors, it is physically impossible to design a
depressed roadway in the vicinity of the Minnehaha Depot which will
meet minimum highway safety and design standards.

Both the Minnesota Historical Society and Minneapolis Park and
Recreation Board have approved the approximate 50 foot distance
between the noise wall and the depot. This distance is specified in
the Memorandum of Agreement which is part of the National Historic
Preservation Act Section 106 Review process.

The four existing tennis courts west of Minnehaha Depot will be
relocated within Minnehaha Park. The need for the tennis courts and
their future location will be at the discretion of MPRB.

Use of Longfellow Lagoon by canoeists has been documented. The

Longfel low Gardens area is used frequently as an informal pull-out
location., Re-grading of the Gardens area will not affect continued
use as a pull-out. However, replacement of the old weir, with a new
weir of greater capacity could present a hazard to novice canoeists
during high water periods. Provisions will be made for safety cable
attachment near the weir, so that a safety cable can be used during
seasonal high water periods.

The existing steel girder high-voltage powerline towers through

Minnehaha Park will be replaced with pylons of a more appealing and
aesthetic design. Pylons will be placed to straddle the covered
roadway area, to the greatest extent possible. Elsewhere within the
powerline easement, the pylons will be placed as close to the noise
wall as possible with the conductors cantilevered over the highway
shoulder. Placement and design will be coordinated and approved by
MPRB.

Direct park access to fransit service will be provided,

An effort will be made to mitigate damage to existing park facili-

ties resulting from construction of TH 55.
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14. All construction activities will conform to MnDOT's "Standard
Specifications for Highway Construction," PCA regulations and City
of Minneapolis ordinances governing noise, dust, runoff and disrup-
tion of access., Access to Minnehaha Park will be maintained during
construction,

15. Trees and shrubs, including snags, beyond the construction limits

will be preserved.

16. Construction related damage to trees and shrubs will be immediately
repaired. '

17. Selected plantings will be used fo benefit songbirds and other
wildlife,

18. There will be a restricted use of the deicing salt consistent with

continuing fTo provide safe driving conditions for motorists,

19. Salt-tolerant vegetation will be used for seeding and replanting
programs in areas where vegetation will be subject to salt spray.

20. A spill contingency plan wili be prepared.

21. During construction, exposure of bare soil will be minimized; bare
soil will be muiched and sediment fraps and berms will be utilized
to minimize erosion. :

6.4 HISTORIC SITE: R.F. JONES HOUSE

Historic sites have been inventoried and an analysis of impacts has been
made under the provisions of Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act of 1966 and Executive Order 11593. One property has been
identified as being eligible for Section 106 review and also subject to
Section 4(f) involvement. This property is the R.F. Jones House, located
on Minnehaha Parkway near Hiawatha Avenue.

Figure 6-2 shows the location of the Jones House in relation to the pro-
ject alternatives. An illustration of the Jones House is shown in Figure
7-1 in the DEIS. ’

6.4.1 Site Description

This replica of the Longfellow House in Cambridge, Massachusetts was built
by R.F. "Fish" Jones on property beside Minnehaha Park which he had
purchased from the heirs of Franklin Steele, The house was built sometime
after he bought the property for his Longfellow Gardens and Zoo in 1906,

I+ was the second rep!ica of the Longfellow House in Minneapoiis, the first
being built in 1888. This ten-room, two-story Georgian house has a full
attic and basement. The foundation is limestone and concrete. The overall
dimensions are 62 by 28 feet. Green asphalt shingles cover the roof and
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green shutters are mounted at the windows. The clapboard walls are painted
yellow and the trim white, The structure is in good condition although it
has been vacant since the |ibrary was removed in 1967. The MPRB is pre-
serving the house but has yet to decide on an appropriate use for it,

Longfellow Gardens and the R. F., Jones House adjacent to the northwest
corner of Minnehaha Park were acquired by the MPRB in 1936, Jones had
agreed to donate the property to the Park Board in 1924 on the condition
that he and his heirs be left in possession for ten years. After his death
in 1930, his heir contested the donation. After litigation, the Park Board
incorporated the area intfo ifs system. !t was preserved as a branch
library until 1967,

“6.4.2 Activities and Use

Presently, the R.F. Jones house is not open for pubiic use.

A local neighborhood group has organized to raise funds to maintain the
House; the group recently conducted a fund-raising project to cover the
cost of reshingling the house. Other activities are proposed to provide
additiona!l funds for exterior and interior maintenance and rehabilitation.

6.4.3 Relationship to Similarly Used Land

The Jones house is part of the Minnehaha Historic District, which includes
Minnehaha Depot, Minnehaha Park, Minnehaha Fails and the John H. Stevens
House. Other units in the district were discussed in the Section 106
Preliminary Case Report which was part of the DEIS.

6.4.4 Access

Access to the building is from a drive connected to Minnehaha Parkway near
Hiawatha Avenue,

6.4.5 Location and Amount of Taking

The Jones House would be affected by Alternatives 1, 2 and 4, as shown on
Figure 6-2. The construction of the preferred alternative will require the
relocation of the Jones House.

6.4.6 Ownership

The R.F. Jones House is under the ownership of the Minneapolis Park and
Recreation Board (MPRB).

6.4.7 Potential Adverse Effects

The removal and relocation of the Jones House would constitute an adverse
effect in that the original relationship between the Jones House and
Longfeltow Gardens would be altered. The relocation of a building within
a historic district is an adverse effect.
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in compliance with the requiréements of Section 4(f), a thorough and
complete analysis was made regarding the effects of the selected alter-
native of the R.F, Jones House,

Several criteria were taken into consideration in the design of the roadway
alternatives through Minnehaha Park. These criteria included a request by
the Minneapolis Park and Recreation Board to minimize the physical impacts
of the roadway on the park, to provide a covered roadway throughout a por-
tion of park, to provide physical continuity by linking Minnehaha Park and
Minnehaha Parkway, to provide adequate cover over the bridge without signi-
ficantly disrupting the visual character of the park, and to minimize the
impacts on parkland, Given these criteria as the basis for roadway design
through the park, certain impacts on portions of the park would be una-
voidable, The object of roadway design was fTo minimize park impacts and
impacts on other features within the Minnehaha historic district yet to
provide a roadway which will unify the Park and Minnehaha Parkway, which
are currently divided by Hiawatha Avenue,

initially, the Jones House was part of a horticultfural and zoological gar-
den featuring numerous flowerbeds and a variety of penned animals. Small
ponds and a variety of paths meandered throughout Longfellow Gardens, No
fonger present on the site are the entrance building which featured two
towers and a greek-|ike ftemple porch, the zoo house and numerous ftfrees,
paths and small bridges. Today all that remains of the former Longfel low
Gardens is a statue of Longfellow and the Jones House itself. The surroun-
dings of the house do not resemble the original features in which the house
was established.

Also, upon completion of the covered roadway, the topography of Longfellow
Gardens will be altered considerably from its present character. This
alteration will have no significant impact because the garden area as it
presently exists does not retain any of its earlier character.

Several options were considered for minimizing or eliminating the impact of
the roadway upon the R,F. Jones House. The first option considered was o
modify the covered roadway alignment to prevent encroachment of the covered
roadway fill upon the areas surrounding the Jones House. This option was
rejected because reiocation of the roadway would have brought it in closer
" proximity fo the major park attraction, Minnehaha Falls, and the major use
area of Minnehaha Park. This realignment would have significantly
disrupted use by the public because the roadway would have been brought
closer to the core area of the park, resulting in increased noise levels
plus the introduction of berms and noise walls info a visually sensitive
area, Furthermore, to avoid the house, this alignment would have been
shifted closer to Minnehaha Depot, resulting in the need fo construct noise
walls less than 50 feet from the depot. Both the Minnesota Historic
Society and the Minneapolis Park and Recreation Board have indicated that
the presence of noise walls closer than 50 feet to Minnehaha Depot are
unacceptable, Also, in order to completely avoid an impact on the Jones
House, it would have been necessary to utilize additional parkland for
right-of-way purposes and to acquire an established motel. An important
part in the design of Hiawatha Avenue through Minnehaha Park was to utilize
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existing right-of-way fo the greatest extent possible and to minimize the
amount of parkland acquisition required., Complete avoidance of the R.F.
Jones House was in conflict with that desired objective.

Another option examined included shifting the roadway slightly to minimize
park disruption, This option would require retaining walls on two sides
around the house, These retaining walls would be approximately 8-10 feet

in height. Presently, the Jones House is vacant and some interested indivi-
duals are seeking ways to put the house to adaptive reuse. With retaining
walls on Two sides of the house, it would be difficult fto provide parking
and access; rehabilitation and adaptive reuse of the house would be dif-
ficult if not impractical.

Given these impacts as a result of slight modifications in roadway
alignment, two choices remained; allow the house to remain in the same
location, but raise it to a different elevation upon completion of the
covered roadway or to relocate the house elsewhere in Longfellow Gardens or
to a different portion of Minnehaha Park.

The house is directly in the right-of-way of proposed Hiawatha Avenue and
consequently must be moved in order for construction to proceed. Upon
compietion of construction, the house could be returned to its original
location but at a higher elevation, essentially over the top of the covered
roadway. This option is undesirable for several reasons. Since it would
be difficult to reach the house, adaptive reuse might be discouraged. No
parking would be available nearby. Also, placing the house on top of the
covered roadway could create problems in the design, operation and manage-
ment of the covered roadway.

Relocation of the house elsewhere in Longfellow Gardens was also
considered. Consideration for preservation and adaptive reuse of the house
necessitated the availability of nearby parking fo encourage use.
Relocation of the house elsewhere in Longfellow Gardens would have made
parking a problem. It would be difficult justify rehabititation of the
house for alternative uses if the house is inaccessible to nearby roads.
Also, buildings are often subjected to vandalism when removed from central
use areas. Moving the house elsewhere in Longfellow Gardens would

result in the house being hidden from view and make policing of the pro-
perty difficult,

The last option to be considered and the one which is recommended is to
relocate the Jones House to another portion of Minnehaha Park.

The MPRB and MHS both agree that the best option for the preservation and
rehabilitation of the Jones House is relocation to another site within
Minnehaha Park. Relocation would provide opportunities for adaptive reuse
and for historic interpretation of the significance of the House and its
reiationship to Minnehaha Park and to Longfellow Gardens and Zoo.

In conclusion, because there are no alternatives to complete avoidance of

parkland, tradeoffs must be made between additional parkland impacts versus
impacts upon the Jones House. Given the fact that relocation of the road-
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way to avoid disrupting surroundings around the Jones House would signifi-
cantly disrupt and impact Minnehaha Falls and the major park activity
center, plus the fact that fthe surroundings of the Jones House have been
significantly altered over the past several decades, the preferred option
is to construct the roadway as shown in the preferred alternative and con-
sider relocating the Jones House to an alternative location within
Minnehaha Park.

6.4.8 Alternatives to the Use of 4(f) Property

Setection of Alternative 5 (No-Build) would avoid impacts on the Jones
House.

65.4,9 Measures to Minimize Harm

To mitigate potential impacts due to construction of any of the build
alternatives, the Jones House would be relocated within Minnehaha Park.
Relocation of the House would be to a compatible environment. The historic
relationship between Longfellow Lagoon and the Jones House would be a con-
sideration in determining the new location for the House, The specific
site chosen for relocation would be with the approval of the State Historic
Preservation Officer and the Minneapolis Park and Recreation Board.,
Photographic documentation of the house in [fs original location would be
made.

6.5 COORDINATION

Issues relating to potential Section 4(f) impacts were identified early in
the project, Through the use of technical reports, meetings and correspon-
dence, all significant issues were ultimately resolved to the satisfaction
of all parties concerned. Table 6-1 summarizes the significant coor-
dination steps which were taken throughout the EIS process regarding the
Section 4(f) property.

6.6  CONCLUSION

Based upon the consideration of the various alternatives for the
reconstruction of Hiawatha Avenue, it was determined that there is no pru-
dent and feasible alternative to the use of land from the Section 4(f) pro-
perty and that the proposed action includes all possible planning to
minimize harm to the Section 4(f) property resulting from such use.
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Date

TABLE 6-1

SUMMARY OF 4(i) COORDINATION

Event

December 10, 1979 -

January 9, 1980 ~

February 14, 1980 -

August 4, 1980 -

August 8, 1980 -

January 28, 1981 -

July 7, 1981

July 9, 1981 -

August, 1981

August 20, 1981 ~

August 25, 1981 -
December 16, 1981 -

June 4, 1982 -

April 13, 1983 -

April 13, 1983 -

April 26, 1983 -

May 26, 1983 -

June 27, 1983 -

January 5, 1984 -

Received legal descriptions of lands acquired with HUD funds.

Received information from Minneapolis Park and Recreation Board (MPRB) about
Minneapolis parks located in the TH 55 project area.

Letter from M!nnesota State Planning Agency, (SPA) Office of Local and Urban
Affairs describing park projects in Hiawatha Avenue Corridor funded in part
by federal and state grants.

Letter of comment from SPA regarding aiternative improvements for Hiawatha
Avenue.

Letter from Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) identifying
HUD-managed properties within the project area,

Minneapolis Park and Recreation Board presented [ist of conditions regarding
construction of TH 55 through Minnehaha Park to Hiawatha Avenue Task Force
meeting.

Letter from Department of Interior (DOl) agreeing to act as a cooperating
agency for the planning of improvements to TH 55.

Letter from MPRB stating that they would continue to be involved in the
reviews of plans and other elements of the EIS process.

Publication of Technical Report No. 19, describing Minneapoiis City Parks
within the project corridor, including size, location, use and facilities
present,

Received comments and corrections to Technical Report No. 19 from MPRB,

Comments from the Minnesota Historical Society regarding potential project
impacts on historical properties within Minnehaha Park.

Comments from Minnesota Historical Society (MHS) specifying the need to per-
form an archeoiogical survey in the area where TH 55 connects with CSAH 62.

Review comments from MHS regarding the Section 4(f) and Section 106 °
Preliminary Case Report for historical properties within the project corri-
dor. -

Letter commenting on DEIS from MHS expressing concerns about proximity of
noise wall to Minnehaha Depot. ’

Letter from MPRB community on DEIS and expressing concern about proximity of
noise wall to Minnehaha Depot, potential relocation of the Jones (Longfel low)
House replacement parkiands and length of fhe covered roadway.

Letter of comment on DEIS by DO! expressing concern about distance of noise
barrier from Minnehaha Depot and for further details about covered roadway.

- Letter from Advisory Council on Historic Preservation commenting on draf+t

EIS and requesting thorough exploration of all alternatives to avoid
impacting the Falls or Minnehaha Depot.

Meeting with MPRB, Minnesota Department of Transportaiton (Mn/DOT), MHS, and
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) fo discuss mitigation of impacts of
noise wall on Minnehaha Depot.

Meeting with MPRB, MHS, Mn/DOT and FHWA to discuss replacement parklands in

Minnehaha Park, relocation of Longfeilow House and measures to minimize and
mitigate impacts on parklands and hisforical resources.
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7.0  SECTION }06 INVOLVEMENT

The Hiawatha Avenue Corridor inciudes historic properties protected by
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended.
Pursuant to the requirements of this legislation, a Section 106 Preliminary
Case Report on these properties was prepared; the report was included as
Section 7.0 of the DEIS prepared for the Hiawatha Avenue Location and
Design Study.

The project will comply with Section 106 requirements, as documented in the
foilowing letters from the Minnesota Historical Society, and the Memorandum
of Agreement between the Minneapolis Park and Recreation Board, the
Minnesota Department of Transportation, the Minnesota State Historic
Preservation Officer, and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation.



MINNESOTA HISTORICAL SOCIETY

FOUNDED IN 1849 640 Cedar Street, St Paul, Minnesota 33100« (612) 296-6126

2 December 1983

Mr. C.P. Kachelmyer )
Preliminary Design Engineer: ST
Department of Transportation ‘ T QI
Room 612H - Transportation Building ‘ g
St. Paul, Minnesota 55155

Dear Mr. Kachelmyer: h .

RE: Project Development Report Supplement
(Technical Report No. 24, April 1982)
Minn. Proj. IDF 022-1(72)

S.P. 2724-87 and 2725-43 (TH 55)
Hennepin County Proj. 8115, SP 27-662-41
Hiawatha Avenue (TH 55) and CSAH 62
(Crosstown Highway)

From 46th Ave. So. to TH 55

Hennepin County, MN

MHS Referral File Number: J485, N21, S23, K740
(PLEASE REFER TO THIS NUMBER IN
ALL FUTURE CORRESPONDENCE)

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the above pro-

" ject. It has been reviewed pursuant to responsibilities given the State
Historic Preservation Officer by the National Historic Preservatiom Act
of 1966 and the Procedures of the National Advisory Council of Historic
Preservation (36CFR800).

This review reveals the location of no known sites of historic, archi-
tectural, cultural, archaeological, or engineering significance within
the area of the proposed project. There are no sites in the project
area which are on the National Register or eligible for inclusion on the
National Register, and, therefore, none which may be affected by your
proposal.

Again, thank you for your participation in this important effort to
preserve Minnesota's heritage.

Si . ely,

Russell W. Frldley E%

State Historic Preservatlon Officer
cc: Les Peterson, MHS Archaeologist
,Frank Svoboda
. BRW
2829 University Ave. S.E.
Minneapolis, MN 55414



Advisory

Council On . .
Historic

Preservation

The Old Post Office Building
1100 Fennsylvania Avenue, NW, #8049
Washington, DC 20004 :

APR 23 1984

Mr. Roger Borg

Division Administrator

Federal Highway Administration
Suite 490, Metro Square Building
7th & Roberts Streets

St. Paul, MN 55101

Dear Mr. Borg:

The enclosed Memorandum of Agreement has been ratified by the Chairman
of the Council. This document constitutes the comments of the Council
required by Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and
the Council's regulations. A copy of the ratified Agreement has also
‘been sent to the Minnesota State Historic Preservation Officer.

On behalf of the Chairman, we commend your efforts in developing this
project and appreciate the respounsive manner in which your agency has
planned for historic values. We look forward to working with you on
future projects.

ncerely,

¢

on L.§Klima
ief, Eastern Division
of Project Review

Enclosure
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Memorandum of Agreement .
TH 55, Hiawatha Avenue
From 59th Street South to
Franklin Avenue
Minneapolis, Minnesota

Whereas, the Minnesota Department of Transportation and the City of Minnea-
polis have proposed to construct TH 55, Hiawatha Avenue from 59th Street
South to Franklin Avenue in Minneapolis; and

Whereas, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), proposes to assist
funding the construction of H;awatha Avenue; and, '

Whereas, the Federal Highway Administration has determined that construc-
tion of Hiawatha Avenue will have an effect upon the Minnehaha Falls His-
toric District, including the Minnehaha Depot (Princess Station) and the
R. F. Jones House which are included in the National Register of Historic
Places; and,

Whereas, the FHWA has requested comments of the Advisory Council on His-
toric Preservation pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preser-
vation Act (16 U.S.C. 470) and its implementing regulations, "Protection

of Historic and Cultural Properties' (36 CFR Part 800),

Now, therefore, the FHWA, the Minnesota State Historic Preservation Officer
(SHPO) and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation agree that the
undertaking shall be implemented in accordance with the following stipula-
tions in order to take into account the effect of the undertaking on the
historic properties.

Stipulations

The FHWA will insure that the Minnesota Department of Transportation and
the City of Minneapolis include the following mitigations in the under-
taking:

l. Minnehaha Depot

a. Construction of a design concept which will provide for a distance
of approximately 50 feet between the Depot and the noisewall along
Hiawatha Avenue. The height of the noise wall will be approximately
8.5 feet which is needed to reduce L, noise levels to 70 dBA adja-

: 0 ;
cent to the Depot. Materials selecteé for construction of the wall
will be submitted to the SHPO and the Minneapolis Park and Recrea-
tion Board (MPRB) for review and comment. The wall materials should
be complementary to the Depot and Minnehaha Park.

2. R. F. Jones (Longfellow House)

a. The MPRB and the SHPO will be contacted prior to the relocation of
the R. F. Jones House to assure that the proposed relocation site
will maintain the historic relationship between Longfellow Lagoon
and the Jones House. Both MPRB and SHPO approval of the relocation

site will be required.
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Minnehaha Falls Historic District

a.

Before the Jones House is removed from its cumrent location, the
Historic American Buildings Survey/Historic American Engineering
Record (HABS/HAER) shall be contacted and such documentation of the
Jones House in its current setting and context as requested by ”AEQ/
HAER shall be provided.

The Jones House will be moved in accordance with recommended ap-
proaches in the Department of Intericer's Moving Historic Buildings
in consultation with.the SHPO and the MPRB by a professional mover
who has the capability to move the historic structures properly.

Within 90 days after the move, the SHPO shall reevaluate the Jones
House on its new site and make a recommendation to the Secretary

of the Interior as to its continued inclusion in the Nationa! Regis-
ter.

Detailed construction plans will be submitted to the SHPO and the
MPRB for the section of Hiawatha Avenue within the boundaries of

the Historic District for review and comment. To the extent practic-
able, all SHPO and MPRB comments will be incorporated into final
design.

Archeological monitoring of the Longfellow Gardens area and of other
areas as determined from the SHPO review of detailed design plans
will take place during roadway construction activities, such as ex-
cavation, which could result in uncovering of currently unknown
archeoiogicul resources. All archeological monitoring will be con-
ducted by or done under the supervision of a person meeting the ap-
propriate qualification standards sct forth in the Department of
Interiors Professional Qualification Standards.

Selecticn and choice of materials for landscape treatment of the
Noise Wall and the covered rcadway will be developed through consul-
tation with the SHPO and the MPRB. To the extent practicable, SHPFO
and MPRE comments and recommendations will be incorporated into the
final design and construction of Hiawatha Ave :ue.

Construction activities will be undertaken in compliance with Mn/DOT
Standard Specifications 1717, Air and Water Pollution, and 1803.5,
Erosion Control, to avoid any adverse impact on Minnehaha Creek or
Falls due to soil erosion.

Other areas within the project limits

a.

Archeological monitoring of the open field near County Road 62 will
take place during construction because of the potential for discover-
ing arrifacts associated with the early use of Fort Smelling, located
about one mile to the southeast.

Proposed locations, design, and specifications of LRT Stations in
the downtown area will be submitted to SHPO for review and comment.
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5. Any {ssues that have not been satisfactorily resolved through the review
and comment process outlined in Scipulations 1 through 4, will be for-
warded to the ACHP for review and comment prior to any action taking
place which will impact that issue. FHWA will assure that full consider-
ation is given to resulting ACHP comments prior to continuing with the
project.

Execution of this Memorandum of Agreement evidences that the Federal Highway
Administration has afforded the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation

a reasonable opportunity to comment on the proposed construction of Hiawatha
Avenue and its effects on Historic Properties and that the Federal Highway
Administration has taken into account the effects of this project on his-~
toric properties. ’

win 5. Shbee Yrfsy -

istrict Engiuter, FHWA Date

~ T S e A

Minnesota Hlstorxc 1,‘,7 Date
Preservatjon Officer

v, 19494

. . N Da"e

A / / /C
/4 MI / (/’ iz
Chairman, ACHP Date
W L
Hinn ulxs Date

Concur‘~€;§2ﬁ;2;ﬁéfg;z7552424;3 j;/</é;/

Minneapolis Park and Daté
on Board
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8.0 APPENDIX

8.1 COMMISSIONER'S DECISION

The following letter and attachment documents the decision by the
Commissioner of Transportation to select Alternative 4 as fthe preferred
alternative for the reconstruction of TH 55,



| . ¥, COEETS
Minnesota yL 27 1983
Departmoent of Transportation J _
Transportation Building
St. Paul, Minnesota 55155

Officc of Commissioner ﬁE &J‘ ‘L} ‘\j l. @ (6512) 29G-3000

T JUL 26 1383

July 19, 1983 .
DEPT. OF PUBLIC WORKS

Mr. Perry D. Smith, P.E.

City Engineer - Director of Publlc Works
City of Minneapolis

Minneapolis, MN 55415

Re: 315 - S.,P. 2724-87 (T.H.SS)
_ Hiawatha Avenue

~

Dear Mr. Smith: | - | .

1 am pleased to advise you that Alternative No. 4 as documented in the
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for this project has been
selected as the preferred alternative for preparing the Final Environ-
mental Impact Statement, As lead agency, the city may proceed with the
project development process in accordance with Mn/DOT's Action Plan an-
the FHWA's project development requirements.

Alternative No. 4 has a number of sub-alternatives associated with it.

Sub-alternative 4a is preferred for traversing Minnehaha Park and either

- sub-alternative 44 or 4e is acceptable for the Minneapolis CBD north
light rail transit (LRT) terminus. For the southerly LRT terminus, sub-
alternative 4g (Airport Terminal) is preferred to be used for conceptual
design with sub—alternative 4h (Metropolitan Stadium Site) warranting
additional study..

I have attached a proposed time schedule of major activities thru open-
ing the facility to traffic and completion of comstructien. This
schedule assumes that sufficient funding resources will become available.
At this time, a source of funds has yet to be identified to complete the

detail design activity of this project.

Before Mn/DOT can program the construction of the roadway portion of this
project, additional funds have to be made available. I would ask that
the city take a lead role in pursuing and securing creative funding at
both the Federal and State levels.
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Mr, Perry D, Smith
July 19, 1983
Page Two

I am confident that our combined efforts in this endeavor will culminate in
‘the upgrading of the Hiawatha Avenue corridor. '
Sincerely, T

Richard P. Braun
Commissioner

Attachment:
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8.2 INDEX

AIR QUALITY COVERED ROADWAY

covered roadway-mitigation, 4-5 Air Quality, 3-21, 4-5
supp lemental information, 3-19
CRITICAL AREA CORRIDOR, 3-34
AGREEMENT, Memorandum of, 7-3

ALIGNMENT, use of existing, 3-3
DECISION OF COMMISSIONER OF

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED, 1-1, 1-2, ~ TRANSPORTATION, see
2-1 Commissioner's Decision, 2-3
decision-making process, 2-1 D{SPLACEMENT, see Relocation

DEIS review, 2-1
see also Preferred Alternative,
Public Hearing
ECONOMIC EFFECTS, 3-23
APPENDICES, 8-1
see also, Costs
ARCHEOLOG I CAL RESOURCES
EROSION CONTROL, 4-8
see Section 106 Properties

FEDERAL REQUIREMENTS, 1-3, 2-8
BICYCLE ROUTES, 3-35
FUGITIVE DUST, 4-8

COMMENTS ON DEIS
HAZARDOUS MATERIALS, 3-31
see Commissioner's Decision,
Letters of Comment on DEIS, HISTORIC PROPERTIES, see Section
Public Hearing . 106 Properties, Section 6(f)
Involvement
CONSTRUCTION, Mitigation, 4-8

COORDINATION
IMPACT MITIGATION MEASURES, 1-4, 4-1
of FEIS with Cooperating
Agencies, 5-99
of 4(f) evaluation, 6-30
JONES HOUSE
COSTS
see Section 106 Properties
of public sector participation,
3-28
of preferred alternative, 2-8
LETTERS OF COMMENT ON DEIS, 5-2
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MINNEHAHA CREEK FLOODPLAIN, 1-3,
2-8, 3-33

MINNEHAHA DEPOT, 3-16, 6-6, 6-8, 6-14

MINNEHAHA PARK, see Section 4(f)
Lands, Noise, 3-16

MISSISSIPPI RIVER, effect of runoff
on, 3-29

NOISE

Minnehaha Park, 3-17

mitigation, 4-1
nonresidential noise impacts,
3-15

PARK AND RECREATION LANDS, see
Section 4(f) Properties, 6-2

PEDESTRIAN ACCESS, during
construction, 4-8

POWER LINE, 6-25
PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE, 1-3, 2-1

characteristics, 2-3

LRT Distribution in the CBD,
2-11

LRT South Terminus, 2-11
selection criteria, 2-9

vs. No-Build Alfernative, 2-10

vs. Other Buiid Alternatives,
2-10

vs. Ofther Subalternatives
through Minnehaha Park, 2-11
see also, Commissioner's
Decision, Costs, Recommendation

PRINCESS STATION, see Minnehaha
Depot

PROJECT BACKGROUND, 2-1
PROPOSED ACTION, 1-1

PUBL{C HEARING, 1-5, 5-1
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PUBLIC SECTOR
actions to stimulate develop-
ment, 3-23
cost of public sector parti-
cipation, 3-28

PURPOSE OF FEIS, 1-1

RECOMMENDAT 10N

Minneapolis City Council, 2-9
Hiawatha Avenue Task Force, 2-1

RELOCATION, 1-4, 4-7
replacement housing, 4-7
REPLACEMENT HOUSING, see Relocation

RESPONSES TO DEIS COMMENTS, 5-2

SECTION 106 INVOLVEMENT, 1-3, 2-8,
6-26, 7-1

SECTION 4(f) LANDS, 6-1

SECTION 6(f) PROPERTIES, 1-3, 2-8,
6-8

SEDIMENTATION CONTROL, 4-8

SOILS AND GEOLOGY, supplemental
information, 3-29

STATE REQUIREMENTS, 1-3, 2-8
SUMMARY, 1-1
SUPPLEMENTAL [INFORMATION, 1-3, 3-1

SURFACE RUNOFF CHARACTERISTICS,
supplemental information, 3-29

TRAFFIC OPERATIONS, 3-1

TRANSIT, IMPROVEMENT UNDER
PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE, 2-5



TRANS | T PATRONAGE, supplemental
information, 3-15

TRANSPORTATION POLICY PLAN, confor-
mance to, 3-1

access, 3-1
speeds, 3-1

TRANSPORTATION, supplemental infor-
mation, 3-1 ‘

TRUCK ROUTES, effect of preferred
alternative on, 3~15

WATER QUALITY, mitigation, 4=5

baseline, 3-28

surface runoff characteristics,
3-29

see also, Mississippi River
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