
 

 
BUS RAPID TRANSIT PROJECT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

Appendix C 

Section 106 Documentation 

September 2019 



 

 

 



 

Environmental Assessment: Appendix C 
CONTENTS METRO Gold Line Bus Rapid Transit Project 

SEPTEMBER 2019 C-i  

CONTENTS 

C. Section 106 Documentation ........................................................................................... C-1 

C.1. Section 106 Programmatic Agreement – Draft .................................................................................. C-2 

C.2. Section 106 Area of Potential Effect – Architecture/History ............................................................ C-3 

C.3. Section 106 Area of Potential Effect – Archaeology ....................................................................... C-12 

C.4. Section 106 Correspondence ............................................................................................................ C-21 

C.5. Section 106 Consultation Materials ................................................................................................ C-245 

C.5.1. Project Section 106 Consultation Meeting No. 1 – July 9, 2018 ..................................... C-247 

C.5.2. Project Section 106 Consultation Meeting No. 2 – Sept. 11, 2018 .................................. C-283 

C.5.3. Project Section 106 Consultation Meeting No. 3 – Sept. 25, 2018 ................................. C-385 

C.5.4. Section 106 McKnight Road Design Meeting No. 1 – Jan. 7, 2019 ................................. C-456 

C.5.5. Project Section 106 Consultation Meeting No. 4 – Jan. 15, 2019 ................................... C-461 

C.5.6. Section 106 McKnight Road Design Meeting No. 2 – Feb. 12, 2019 ............................... C-480 

C.5.7. Section 106 McKnight Road Design Meeting No. 3 – March 12, 2019 ........................... C-485 

C.5.8. Section 106 Consultation Meeting No. 5 – June 17, 2019 ............................................... C-491 

C.6. Section 106 Technical Reports and Supporting Documents ....................................................... C-512 

 



 

Environmental Assessment: Appendix C 
CONTENTS METRO Gold Line Bus Rapid Transit Project 

SEPTEMBER 2019 C-ii  

FIGURES 

Figure C.5-1: Consultation Meeting No. 1 Meeting Notes .................................................................................. C-247 

Figure C.5-2: Consultation Meeting No. 1 Presentation ..................................................................................... C-251 

Figure C.5-3: Saint Paul Downtown Historic Properties Map ............................................................................. C-275 

Figure C.5-4: Concept Layout Roll Plots ............................................................................................................ C-277 

Figure C.5-5: Consultation Meeting No. 2 Meeting Notes .................................................................................. C-283 

Figure C.5-6: Consultation Meeting No. 2 Presentation ..................................................................................... C-289 

Figure C.5-7: Build Alternatives Alignment Map ................................................................................................. C-307 

Figure C.5-8: Concept Plans .............................................................................................................................. C-308 

Figure C.5-9: Downtown Saint Paul Station Locations and Visualizations ........................................................ C-330 

Figure C.5-10: Historic Property Effects Summary Sheets ................................................................................ C-353 

Figure C.5-11: Johnson Parkway ....................................................................................................................... C-379 

Figure C.5-12: Consultation Meeting No. 3 Meeting Notes ................................................................................ C-385 

Figure C.5-13: Consultation Meeting No. 3 Presentation ................................................................................... C-394 

Figure C.5-14: Build Alternatives Alignment Map ............................................................................................... C-406 

Figure C.5-15: Concept Plans ............................................................................................................................ C-407 

Figure C.5-16: Typical Platform Components .................................................................................................... C-429 

Figure C.5-17: Historic Property Effects Summary Sheets ................................................................................ C-430 

Figure C.5-18: McKnight Road Design Meeting No. 1 Meeting Notes ............................................................... C-456 

Figure C.5-19: Consultation Meeting No. 4 Meeting Notes ................................................................................ C-461 

Figure C.5-20: Consultation Meeting No. 4 Presentation ................................................................................... C-467 

Figure C.5-21: McKnight Road Design Meeting No. 2 Meeting Notes ............................................................... C-480 

Figure C.5-22: McKnight Road Design Meeting No. 3 Meeting Notes ............................................................... C-485 

Figure C.5-23: Consultation Meeting No. 5 Meeting Notes ................................................................................ C-491 

Figure C.5-24: Consultation Meeting No. 5 Presentation ................................................................................... C-497 

 



 

Environmental Assessment: Appendix C 
ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS METRO Gold Line Bus Rapid Transit Project 

SEPTEMBER 2019 C-iii  

ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS 

ACHP Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 

FHWA Federal Highway Administration 

FTA Federal Transit Administration 

HPC Heritage Preservation Commission 

MnDOT CRU Minnesota Department of Transportation Cultural Resources Unit 

NEPA National Environmental Protection Act of 1969 

NHPA National Historic Preservation Act 

PA Programmatic Agreement 

Project METRO Gold Line Bus Rapid Transit Project 

RCRRA Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority 

Section 106 Section 306108 of the National Historic Preservation Act 

SHPO Minnesota State Historic Preservation Office 

THPO Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 

USACE U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

WCRRA Washington County Region Railroad Authority 
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C. SECTION 106 DOCUMENTATION 

This appendix to the METRO Gold Line Bus Rapid Transit Project (Project) Environmental Assessment includes 

documentation related to the Project’s Section 106 consultation process. 

Section 306108, or “Section 106,”1 of the National Historic Preservation Act requires agencies to consider the 

effects2 of their undertakings on historic properties. Guidance from the Council on Environmental Quality, which 

oversees the act’s procedural requirements, encourages “coordination” and “integration” between the required 

National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA)3 and Section 106 review processes; therefore, the Federal Transit 

Administration (FTA) is using the Section 106 consultation process to fulfill NEPA’s requirements – which include 

public coordination – for assessing the Project’s potential impacts to cultural resources. 

 

1 “Effect of Undertaking on Historic Property”, Title 54, USC, Sec. 306108. 2014. Available at: 
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/54/306108. Accessed November 2018. 

2 "Effects”, Title 40, CFR, Sec. 1508.8. 2005. Available at: https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/granule/CFR-2011-title40-vol33/CFR-
2011-title40-vol33-sec1508-8. Accessed November 2018. 

3 The National Environmental Policy Plan Act of 1969, as amended. (“The Public Health and Welfare,” Title 42, USC, Sec. 
4321 et seq. (1969)). Available at: https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/USCODE-2011-title42/pdf/USCODE-2011-title42-chap55-
sec4321.pdf. Accessed November 2018. 

https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/54/306108
https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/granule/CFR-2011-title40-vol33/CFR-2011-title40-vol33-sec1508-8
https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/granule/CFR-2011-title40-vol33/CFR-2011-title40-vol33-sec1508-8
https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/USCODE-2011-title42/pdf/USCODE-2011-title42-chap55-sec4321.pdf
https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/USCODE-2011-title42/pdf/USCODE-2011-title42-chap55-sec4321.pdf
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C.1. Section 106 Programmatic Agreement – Draft 
See separate file. 
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C.2. Section 106 Area of Potential Effect – Architecture/History 
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C.3. Section 106 Area of Potential Effect – Archaeology 
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C.4. Section 106 Correspondence 

Date To From 

2013, Sept. 24 Federal Transit Administration (FTA) 
Washington County 
Public Works Department 

2013, Nov. 5 
Minnesota State Historic Preservation 
Office (SHPO) 

FTA 

2013, Nov. 5 
Washington County Regional Railroad 
Authority (WCRRA) 

FTA 

2014, July 31 SHPO FTA 

2014, July 31 WCRRA FTA 

2015, Feb. 12 
Minnesota Department of Transportation 
Cultural Resources (MnDOT CRU) 

City of Saint Paul 
Heritage Preservation Commission (HPC) 

2015, May 12 
Invitation Letters to Initiate Consultation 
Enclosures 

MnDOT CRU 

2015, May 12 City of Lake Elmo MnDOT CRU 

2015, May 12 City of Landfall Village MnDOT CRU 

2015, May 12 City of Maplewood MnDOT CRU 

2015, May 12 City of Oakdale MnDOT CRU 

2015, May 12 City of Saint Paul MnDOT CRU 

2015, May 12 City of Woodbury MnDOT CRU 

2015, May 12 Lake Elmo HPC MnDOT CRU 

2015, May 12 
Ramsey County Regional Railroad 
Authority (RCRRA) 

MnDOT CRU 

2015, May 12 Saint Paul HPC MnDOT CRU 

2015, May 12 MnDOT CRU Saint Paul HPC 

2015, May 26 MnDOT CRU City of Maplewood 

2015, June 12 MnDOT CRU City of Oakdale 

2015, Dec. 21 SHPO MnDOT CRU 

2016, Jan. 22 MnDOT CRU SHPO 

2016, Feb. 12 SHPO MnDOT CRU 

2016, Aug. 10 SHPO MnDOT CRU 

2017, Dec. 22 Washington County MnDOT CRU 

2017, Dec. 27 MnDOT CRU City of Landfall 

2017, Dec. 27 MnDOT CRU City of Woodbury 

2018, Jan. 10 MnDOT CRU 
Washington County 
Public Works Department 

2018, Jan. 18 MnDOT CRU RCCRA 

2018, Jan. 30 SHPO FTA 

2018, Feb. 22 SHPO FTA 
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Date To From 

2018, March 2 FTA SHPO 

2018, March 15 SHPO FTA 

2018, March 28 SHPO FTA 

2018, April 3 FTA SHPO 

2018, April 13 FTA SHPO 

2018, April 27 FTA SHPO 

2018, May 16 
Invitation Letter to Initiate Tribal 
Consultation Enclosures 

FTA 

2018, May 16 
Bois Forte (Nett Lake) Band of Chippewa 
Indians 

FTA 

2018, May 16 
Fond du Lac Band of Lake Superior 
Chippewa 

FTA 

2018, May 16 Fort Peck Assiniboine and Sioux Tribes FTA 

2018, May 16 
Grand Portage Band of Lake Superior 
Chippewa 

FTA 

2018, May 16 Leech Lake Band of Ojibwe FTA 

2018, May 16 Lower Sioux Indian Community FTA 

2018, May 16 Mille Lacs Band of Ojibwe FTA 

2018, May 16 Northern Cheyenne Tribe FTA 

2018, May 16 Prairie Island Indian Community FTA 

2018, May 16 Red Lake Band of Chippewa Indians FTA 

2018, May 16 Santee Sioux Nation FTA 

2018, May 16 
Shakopee Mdewakanton Sioux 
Community of Minnesota 

FTA 

2018, May 16 
Sisseton-Wahpeton Oyate of the Lake 
Traverse Nation 

FTA 

2018, May 16 Turtle Mountain Band of Chippewa Indians FTA 

2018, May 16 Upper Sioux Community FTA 

2018, May 16 
White Earth Nation of Minnesota 
Chippewa 

FTA 

2018, June 15 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) FTA 

2018, June 26 FTA 
Northern Cheyenne 
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer (THPO) 

2018, July 2 City of Landfall Village FTA 

2018, July 2 City of Maplewood FTA 

2018, July 2 City of Oakdale FTA 

2018, July 2 City of Saint Paul FTA 

2018, July 2 City of Woodbury FTA 

2018, July 2 RCRRA FTA 
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Date To From 

2018, July 2 Washington County FTA 

2018, July 3 FTA Upper Sioux Community THPO 

2018, July 3 Upper Sioux Community THPO FTA 

2018, July 5 Upper Sioux Community THPO FTA 

2018, July 9 FTA USACE 

2018, Aug. 7 SHPO FTA 

2018, Sept. 5 FTA SHPO 

2018 Oct. 6a Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation (ACHP) 

FTA 

2018, Nov. 13 SHPO FTA 

2018, Nov. 19 ACHP FTA 

2018, Nov. 29 SHPO FTA 

2018, Nov. 30 USACE FTA 

2018, Dec. 13 FTA SHPO 

2018, Dec. 18 MnDOT CRU USACE 

2018, Dec. 20 FTA ACHP 

2018, Dec. 21 FTA SHPO 

2019, Jan. 8 
Gold Line BRT Section 106 
Consulting Parties 

MnDOT CRU 

2019, May 30 FTA SHPO 

2019, June 26 FTA Metropolitan Council 

2019, June 28 FTA and MnDOT CRU SHPO 

2019, July 1 SHPO FTA 

2019, Aug. 2 FTA SHPO 

2019, Aug. 28 FTA Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) 

2019, Sept. 16 FHWA FTA 

a During a conference call related to two projects, Central Corridor Light Rail Transit and METRO Gold Line BRT, ACHP 
requested to participate in the development of the PA for the Gold Line Project. 



September 24, 2013 

Marisol Simon 
Regional Administrator 
Federal Transit Administration, Region V 
200 Adams Street, Suite 320 
Chicago, IL 60606 

Public Works Departm~ht 

Donald J. Theisen, P.E. 
Dire·ctor 

Wayne H. Sandberg, P.E. 
Deputy Director/County Engineer 

Re: Request for FTA to authorize MnDOT to conduct the initial steps hi the Section 106 process for the 
Gateway Corridor proje~t. 

Dear Ms. Simon: 

The Washington.County Regional Railroad Authority (WCRRA), on behalf of the Gateway Corridor 
Commission and in partnership with the Metropolitan Council and the Federal Transit Administration 
(FTA), is conducting a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (Draft EIS) for the Gateway Corridor 
project in Saint Paul, Maplewood, Oakdale, Landfall, Lake Elmo and Woodbury, Min_nesota. The 
proposed project is a federal undertaking' subject to Section 106 of the National.Historic Preservation 
Act of 1966 and its implementing regulations (36 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 800), The proposed 
project would provide transit service from downtown Saint Paul to its eastern suburbs generally along 1-
94. ' . 

To streamline the Section 106 process, WCRRA requests that the FTA authorize the Minnesota 
Department ofTransportation (MnDOT) to conduct the initial steps in the Section 106 process. 

Specifically, WCRRA is requesting that MnDOT be authorized to initiate the consultation process, define 
the area of potential effect (APE), identify historic property within the APE, and determine if historic 
property within the APE would be subject to effect by the proposed project. The requested 
authorization would include the preparation of information, analysis, and recommendations regarding 
the Section 106 process for the proposed project. 

Under this strea.inllning approach to the Section 106 process, the FTA would retain the authority to 
designate corisulting parties, make determinations of adverse effect, and negotiate the terms and 
conditions of a Memorandum of Agreement to address adverse effects, should one be necessary. 
Mn DOT and WCRRA would cooperate with the FTA in these steps of the Section 106 process. 
WCRRA looks forward to working with the FTAl MnDOT, and the Minnesota State Historic Preservation 
Office to complete the Section 106 process for the proposed project. 

116(?0 Myeron Road North, Stillwater, Minnesota 55082-9573 
Phone: 651-430-4300 • t=:ax: 651-430-4350 • TTY: 651-430-6246 

www.co.washington.mn.us 
Equal Employment Opportunity/ Affirmative Action 
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U.S. Department 

of Transportation 

Federal Transit 
Administration 

November 5, 2013 

Ms. Britta Bloomberg 
Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer 
State Historic Preservation Office 

· Minnesota Historical Society 
345,Kellogg Blvd. W. 
St. Paul, MN 55102-1903 

REGIONV 
Illinois, Indiana, 
Michigan, Minnesota, 
Ohio, Wisconsin 

200 West Adams Street 
Suite 320 
Chicago, IL 60606 
312~353-2789 
312-886-0351 (fax) 

Re: Section 106 Process for Gateway Conidor Project 

Dear Ms. Bloomberg: 

The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) is the lead Federal agency on the Gateway Corridor Project (the 
Project) in Saint Paul, Maplewood, Oakdale, Landfall, Lake Elmo and Woodbury, Minnesota. The 
Washington County Regional Railroad Authority (WCRRA) is responsible for implementing the activities 
associated with the Project's Draft Environmental Impact Statement (Draft EIS). The proposed project 
would provide transit service from downtown Saint Paul to its eastern suburbs generally along Interstate 94. 
A number of alignments and modes (light rail transit and bus rapid transit) are under consideration. 

FTA received the request from WCRRA to authorize the Minnesota Department of Transportation Cultural 
Resources Unit (MnDOT CRU) to conduct the initial steps in the Section 106 process. As a result, FTA has 
decided to delegate MnDOT CRU the authority to work directly with your office on FTA's behalf, pursuant 
to 36 CFR 800.3-800.4. We understand that FTA remains responsible for all findings and determinations 
pursuant to 36 CFR 800. We request your agreement with this delegation. 

Mr. Dennis Gimmestad of MnDOT CRU will be contacting your office to continue with the consultation of 
the Section 106 process for the Project. If you have any question, please contact Chris Bertch at (312) 353-
3853. 

Sincerely, , _ 

J/VWvvo:JJ ~~1~ 
Marisol R. Simon 
Regional Administrator 

Attachments: Memo from Andy Gitzlaff, Washington County, dated September 24, 2013 

Cc: Andy Gitzlaff, Washington County 
Chris Be1ich, FTA 
William Wheeler, FTA 
Maya Sarna, FTA 
Dennis Gimmestad, MnDOT 
Kristen Zschomler, MnDOT 

Kathryn O'Brien, Metro Council 
Mike Rogers, RCRRA . 
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CONNECTING THE EAST METRO 

The Gateway Corridor is a vital link connecting eastern Twin Cities' communities 

to the heart of Saint Paul-Minneapolis. 

 Gateway is a bus rapid transit (BRT)

line that would run 12 miles in its

own lane between the Union Depot in

downtown Saint Paul and Woodbury

 The line connects to a growing

regional transit system

 Stations in a dedicated transitway

foster new connections and increased

economic development

 New, consistent, all-day service in

both directions will compliment

existing express commuter service

PROJECT TIMELINE 

The proposal is following the Federal Transit Administration process. In 2013, the Alternative 

Analysis study selected the Hudson Road alignment alongside I-94 as the preferred alternative. 

Community members selected BRT as the locally preferred alternative for transit mode in 2014. 

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is now underway. It will assess effects of BRT 

on air and water quality among other potential impacts and determine mitigation measures as 

needed. Depending on federal, state and local funding, service may be operational in 2022.  

2010-2012 
Alternatives 

Analysis 2013 – 2015 
Environmental Impact 

Statement 

2015 – 2017 
Engineering 

2018 – 2022 
Construction 

2014 – Locally 
Preferred Alternative
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 GATEWAY CORRIDOR 

COMMISSION 

 

Work on the rapid transit 

proposal is led by the 

Gateway Corridor 

Commission, which was 

formed in 2009 to study 

and plan alternative 

transportation options 

along Interstate 94.  

Commission members 

represent:  

 Ramsey County Regional 

Railroad Authority (RRA) 

 Washington County  RRA  

 City of Afton 

 City of Lake Elmo 

 City of Lakeland 

 City of Maplewood 

 City of Oakdale 

 City of St. Paul 

 West Lakeland Township 

 City of Woodbury 

Ex-officio members 

include:  

 3M 

 Baytown Township 

 Lakeland Shores 

 Landfall Village 

 Oakdale Business and 

Professional Association 

 St. Paul Area Chamber 

of Commerce 

 Wisconsin Gateway 

Corridor Coalition 

 Woodbury Chamber of 

Commerce.  

Policy makers are advised 

by a committee structure 

that includes technical 

experts, residents and 

business representation. 

 

COMMUNITY LEADERS SUPPORT GATEWAY 

 Reliable, efficient, cost-effective transit services 

attract employees and improve productivity 

 Transit investments, balanced across the Twin 

Cities, help the region compete with other metro 

areas 

 Transit helps manage congestion growth, making it 

easier to move products, employees and customers 

 It provides convenient, stress-free travel in the east 

metro and to the downtowns, the airport, Mall of 

America, and numerous destinations in between on 

a growing transit system 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

GET CONNECTED 

Your continued support is crucial to taking rapid transit 

in the Gateway Corridor from a dream to reality.  

 

Visit www.TheGatewayCorridor.com to sign up for 

occasional e-newsletters. Watch for news of public 

meetings and other opportunities to get involved in the 

project. 

 

FOR MORE INFORMATION 

Project Manager – Andy Gitzlaff, Senior Planner 

Washington County Public Works Department 

11660 Myeron Road North, Stillwater, MN 55082 

Phone: (651) 430-4300 

gatewaycorridor@co.washington.mn.us 

www.TheGatewayCorridor.com  
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Population and traffic 

levels are growing on 

I-94 and MnDOT has 

no plans for major 

expansion.  

Gateway Corridor 

rapid transit offers a 

proactive, cost-

effective solution. 
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Minnesota Department of Transportation 

Office of Environmental Services Office Tel: (651) 366-4292 
Mail Stop 620 Fax: (651) 366-3603 
395 John Ireland Boulevard greg.mathis@state.mn.us 

May 12, 2015 

Dean Zuleger 
City of  Lake Elmo 
3800 Laverne Ave. N. 
Lake Elmo, MN 55042 

RE: Consulting party status; Section 106 review for the proposed Gateway Corridor Bus Rapid Transit Project, 
SHPO No. 2014-0398 

Dear Mr. Zuleger, 

On behalf  of  the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), I am extending an invitation to the City of  Lake 
Elmo to participate in the Section 106 process for the Gateway Corridor Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Project. 
The proposed project, which is sponsored by the Washington Regional Railroad Authority, is an 
approximately 12-mile long BRT facility between Union Depot in St. Paul, Ramsey County, and Woodbury, 
Washington County, Minnesota. The proposed alignment generally parallels Interstate 94 and will connect the 
cities of  St. Paul, Maplewood, Landfall, Oakdale, Lake Elmo and Woodbury. Enclosed are a project fact sheet 
and a map of  the project area. Additional information on the project is available at: 
http://thegatewaycorridor.com. 

The Project may receive funding from the FTA; therefore, it must comply with Section 306108 (Section 106 
by reference) of  the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), as amended, 54 U.S.C. § 306108. Section 
106 requires federal agencies to take into account the effects of  their undertakings on historic properties that 
are listed in, or are eligible for inclusion in, the National Register of  Historic Places. When there are potential 
adverse effects, the agency must consider ways to avoid, minimize, or mitigate those effects. The result is 
often a Section 106 agreement that stipulates measures to be taken to address Project effects on historic 
properties. The Minnesota Department of  Transportation Cultural Resources Unit (MnDOT CRU) is acting 
on behalf  of  the FTA in carrying out many aspects of  the Section 106 process for this project. 

Local governments are entitled to participate in the Section 106 process as consulting parties, along with the 
State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), Indian tribes, and other interested organizations and individuals. 
Consulting parties are able to share their views, receive and review pertinent information, offer ideas, and 
consider possible solutions together with the Federal agency and other parties. Consulting parties play an 
active and important role in determining how potential effects on historic properties will be avoided, 
minimized, or mitigated during the planning and implementation of  a proposed project. For more 
information, see: http://www.achp.gov/docs/CitizenGuide.pdf. 

We would welcome the involvement of  the City of  Lake Elmo in the Section 106 consultation for the Project. 
If  you would like to participate, please let us know of  your interest in writing within 30 days of  this letter. If  
you have any questions, please contact me at (651) 366-4292. 

Sincerely, 

Greg Mathis 
Minnesota Department of  Transportation 
Cultural Resources Unit 

Enclosures: Gateway Corridor: Connecting the East Metro (project fact sheet; 2 sheets) 
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Gateway Corridor: Dedicated BRT Alternatives to be studied in the Draft EIS (project 
overview map; 1 sheet) 

cc: Chris Bertch, FTA 
Maya Sarna, FTA 
Bill Wheeler, FTA 
Sarah Beimers, SHPO 
Andy Gitzlaff, WCRRA 
Jessica Laabs, Kimley-Horn 
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Minnesota Department of Transportation 

Office of Environmental Services Office Tel: (651) 366-4292 
Mail Stop 620 Fax: (651) 366-3603 
395 John Ireland Boulevard greg.mathis@state.mn.us 

May 12, 2015 

Ed Shukle 
City of  Landfall Village 
One 4th Ave. 
Landfall, MN 55128 

RE: Consulting party status; Section 106 review for the proposed Gateway Corridor Bus Rapid Transit Project, 
SHPO No. 2014-0398 

Dear Mr. Shukle, 

On behalf  of  the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), I am extending an invitation to the City of  Landfall 
Village to participate in the Section 106 process for the Gateway Corridor Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Project. 
The proposed project, which is sponsored by the Washington Regional Railroad Authority, is an 
approximately 12-mile long BRT facility between Union Depot in St. Paul, Ramsey County, and Woodbury, 
Washington County, Minnesota. The proposed alignment generally parallels Interstate 94 and will connect the 
cities of  St. Paul, Maplewood, Landfall, Oakdale, Lake Elmo and Woodbury. Enclosed are a project fact sheet 
and a map of  the project area. Additional information on the project is available at: 
http://thegatewaycorridor.com. 

The Project may receive funding from the FTA; therefore, it must comply with Section 306108 (Section 106 
by reference) of  the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), as amended, 54 U.S.C. § 306108. Section 
106 requires federal agencies to take into account the effects of  their undertakings on historic properties that 
are listed in, or are eligible for inclusion in, the National Register of  Historic Places. When there are potential 
adverse effects, the agency must consider ways to avoid, minimize, or mitigate those effects. The result is 
often a Section 106 agreement that stipulates measures to be taken to address Project effects on historic 
properties. The Minnesota Department of  Transportation Cultural Resources Unit (MnDOT CRU) is acting 
on behalf  of  the FTA in carrying out many aspects of  the Section 106 process for this project. 

Local governments are entitled to participate in the Section 106 process as consulting parties, along with the 
State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), Indian tribes, and other interested organizations and individuals. 
Consulting parties are able to share their views, receive and review pertinent information, offer ideas, and 
consider possible solutions together with the Federal agency and other parties. Consulting parties play an 
active and important role in determining how potential effects on historic properties will be avoided, 
minimized, or mitigated during the planning and implementation of  a proposed project. For more 
information, see: http://www.achp.gov/docs/CitizenGuide.pdf. 

We would welcome the involvement of  the City of  Landfall Village in the Section 106 consultation for the 
Project. If  you would like to participate, please let us know of  your interest in writing within 30 days of  this 
letter. If  you have any questions, please contact me at (651) 366-4292. 

Sincerely, 

Greg Mathis 
Minnesota Department of  Transportation 
Cultural Resources Unit 

Enclosures: Gateway Corridor: Connecting the East Metro (project fact sheet; 2 sheets) 
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Gateway Corridor: Dedicated BRT Alternatives to be studied in the Draft EIS (project 
overview map; 1 sheet) 

 
 
cc: Chris Bertch, FTA 

Maya Sarna, FTA 
Bill Wheeler, FTA 
Sarah Beimers, SHPO 
Andy Gitzlaff, WCRRA 
Jessica Laabs, Kimley-Horn 
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Minnesota Department of Transportation 
 
Office of Environmental Services Office Tel: (651) 366-4292 
Mail Stop 620 Fax: (651) 366-3603 
395 John Ireland Boulevard greg.mathis@state.mn.us 

 
May 12, 2015 

Melinda Coleman 
City of  Maplewood 
1830 County Road B East 
Maplewood, MN 55109 
 
 
RE: Consulting party status; Section 106 review for the proposed Gateway Corridor Bus Rapid Transit Project, 

SHPO No. 2014-0398 
 
 
Dear Ms. Coleman,  

On behalf  of  the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), I am extending an invitation to the City of  Maplewood 
to participate in the Section 106 process for the Gateway Corridor Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Project. The 
proposed project, which is sponsored by the Washington Regional Railroad Authority, is an approximately 12-mile 
long BRT facility between Union Depot in St. Paul, Ramsey County, and Woodbury, Washington County, 
Minnesota. The proposed alignment generally parallels Interstate 94 and will connect the cities of  St. Paul, 
Maplewood, Landfall, Oakdale, Lake Elmo and Woodbury. Enclosed are a project fact sheet and a map of  the 
project area. Additional information on the project is available at: http://thegatewaycorridor.com. 

The Project may receive funding from the FTA; therefore, it must comply with Section 306108 (Section 106 
by reference) of  the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), as amended, 54 U.S.C. § 306108. Section 
106 requires federal agencies to take into account the effects of  their undertakings on historic properties that 
are listed in, or are eligible for inclusion in, the National Register of  Historic Places. When there are potential 
adverse effects, the agency must consider ways to avoid, minimize, or mitigate those effects. The result is 
often a Section 106 agreement that stipulates measures to be taken to address Project effects on historic 
properties. The Minnesota Department of  Transportation Cultural Resources Unit (MnDOT CRU) is acting 
on behalf  of  the FTA in carrying out many aspects of  the Section 106 process for this project. 

Local governments are entitled to participate in the Section 106 process as consulting parties, along with the 
State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), Indian tribes, and other interested organizations and individuals. 
Consulting parties are able to share their views, receive and review pertinent information, offer ideas, and 
consider possible solutions together with the Federal agency and other parties. Consulting parties play an 
active and important role in determining how potential effects on historic properties will be avoided, 
minimized, or mitigated during the planning and implementation of  a proposed project. For more 
information, see: http://www.achp.gov/docs/CitizenGuide.pdf. 

We would welcome the involvement of  the City of  Maplewood in the Section 106 consultation for the 
Project. If  you would like to participate, please let us know of  your interest in writing within 30 days of  this 
letter. If  you have any questions, please contact me at (651) 366-4292. 

Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Greg Mathis 
Minnesota Department of  Transportation 
Cultural Resources Unit 

 
Enclosures:  Gateway Corridor: Connecting the East Metro (project fact sheet; 2 sheets) 

Gateway Corridor: Dedicated BRT Alternatives to be studied in the Draft EIS (project 

C-37



overview map; 1 sheet) 
 
 
cc: Chris Bertch, FTA 

Maya Sarna, FTA 
Bill Wheeler, FTA 
Sarah Beimers, SHPO 
Andy Gitzlaff, WCRRA 
Jessica Laabs, Kimley-Horn 
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Minnesota Department of Transportation 

Office of Environmental Services Office Tel: (651) 366-4292 
Mail Stop 620 Fax: (651) 366-3603 
395 John Ireland Boulevard greg.mathis@state.mn.us 

May 12, 2015 

Suzanne Warren 
City of  Oakdale 
1584 Hadley Ave. N. 
Oakdale, MN 55128 

RE: Consulting party status; Section 106 review for the proposed Gateway Corridor Bus Rapid Transit Project, 
SHPO No. 2014-0398 

Dear Ms. Warren, 

On behalf  of  the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), I am extending an invitation to the City of  Oakdale 
to participate in the Section 106 process for the Gateway Corridor Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Project. The 
proposed project, which is sponsored by the Washington Regional Railroad Authority, is an approximately 12-
mile long BRT facility between Union Depot in St. Paul, Ramsey County, and Woodbury, Washington County, 
Minnesota. The proposed alignment generally parallels Interstate 94 and will connect the cities of  St. Paul, 
Maplewood, Landfall, Oakdale, Lake Elmo and Woodbury. Enclosed are a project fact sheet and a map of  the 
project area. Additional information on the project is available at: http://thegatewaycorridor.com. 

The Project may receive funding from the FTA; therefore, it must comply with Section 306108 (Section 106 
by reference) of  the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), as amended, 54 U.S.C. § 306108. Section 
106 requires federal agencies to take into account the effects of  their undertakings on historic properties that 
are listed in, or are eligible for inclusion in, the National Register of  Historic Places. When there are potential 
adverse effects, the agency must consider ways to avoid, minimize, or mitigate those effects. The result is 
often a Section 106 agreement that stipulates measures to be taken to address Project effects on historic 
properties. The Minnesota Department of  Transportation Cultural Resources Unit (MnDOT CRU) is acting 
on behalf  of  the FTA in carrying out many aspects of  the Section 106 process for this project. 

Local governments are entitled to participate in the Section 106 process as consulting parties, along with the 
State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), Indian tribes, and other interested organizations and individuals. 
Consulting parties are able to share their views, receive and review pertinent information, offer ideas, and 
consider possible solutions together with the Federal agency and other parties. Consulting parties play an 
active and important role in determining how potential effects on historic properties will be avoided, 
minimized, or mitigated during the planning and implementation of  a proposed project. For more 
information, see: http://www.achp.gov/docs/CitizenGuide.pdf. 

We would welcome the involvement of  the City of  Oakdale in the Section 106 consultation for the Project. 
If  you would like to participate, please let us know of  your interest in writing within 30 days of  this letter. If  
you have any questions, please contact me at (651) 366-4292. 

Sincerely, 

Greg Mathis 
Minnesota Department of  Transportation 
Cultural Resources Unit 

Enclosures: Gateway Corridor: Connecting the East Metro (project fact sheet; 2 sheets) 
Gateway Corridor: Dedicated BRT Alternatives to be studied in the Draft EIS (project 
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overview map; 1 sheet) 
 
 
cc: Chris Bertch, FTA 

Maya Sarna, FTA 
Bill Wheeler, FTA 
Sarah Beimers, SHPO 
Andy Gitzlaff, WCRRA 
Jessica Laabs, Kimley-Horn 
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Minnesota Department of Transportation 
 
Office of Environmental Services Office Tel: (651) 366-4292 
Mail Stop 620 Fax: (651) 366-3603 
395 John Ireland Boulevard greg.mathis@state.mn.us 

 
May 12, 2015 

Shari Moore 
City Clerk 
City of  Saint Paul 
310 City Hall 
15 Kellogg Blvd. W. 
Saint Paul, MN 55102 
 
 
RE: Consulting party status; Section 106 review for the proposed Gateway Corridor Bus Rapid Transit Project, 

SHPO No. 2014-0398 
 
 
Dear Ms. Moore,  

On behalf  of  the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), I am extending an invitation to the City of  Saint Paul 
to participate in the Section 106 process for the Gateway Corridor Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Project. The 
proposed project, which is sponsored by the Washington Regional Railroad Authority, is an approximately 12-
mile long BRT facility between Union Depot in St. Paul, Ramsey County, and Woodbury, Washington County, 
Minnesota. The proposed alignment generally parallels Interstate 94 and will connect the cities of  St. Paul, 
Maplewood, Landfall, Oakdale, Lake Elmo and Woodbury. Enclosed are a project fact sheet and a map of  the 
project area. Additional information on the project is available at: http://thegatewaycorridor.com. 

The Project may receive funding from the FTA; therefore, it must comply with Section 306108 (Section 106 
by reference) of  the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), as amended, 54 U.S.C. § 306108. Section 
106 requires federal agencies to take into account the effects of  their undertakings on historic properties that 
are listed in, or are eligible for inclusion in, the National Register of  Historic Places. When there are potential 
adverse effects, the agency must consider ways to avoid, minimize, or mitigate those effects. The result is 
often a Section 106 agreement that stipulates measures to be taken to address Project effects on historic 
properties. The Minnesota Department of  Transportation Cultural Resources Unit (MnDOT CRU) is acting 
on behalf  of  the FTA in carrying out many aspects of  the Section 106 process for this project. 

Local governments are entitled to participate in the Section 106 process as consulting parties, along with the 
State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), Indian tribes, and other interested organizations and individuals. 
Consulting parties are able to share their views, receive and review pertinent information, offer ideas, and 
consider possible solutions together with the Federal agency and other parties. Consulting parties play an 
active and important role in determining how potential effects on historic properties will be avoided, 
minimized, or mitigated during the planning and implementation of  a proposed project. For more 
information, see: http://www.achp.gov/docs/CitizenGuide.pdf. 

We would welcome the involvement of  the City of  Saint Paul in the Section 106 consultation for the Project. 
If  you would like to participate, please let us know of  your interest in writing within 30 days of  this letter. If  
you have any questions, please contact me at (651) 366-4292. 

Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Greg Mathis 
Minnesota Department of  Transportation 
Cultural Resources Unit 
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Enclosures:  Gateway Corridor: Connecting the East Metro (project fact sheet; 2 sheets) 
Gateway Corridor: Dedicated BRT Alternatives to be studied in the Draft EIS (project 
overview map; 1 sheet) 

 
 
cc: Chris Bertch, FTA 

Maya Sarna, FTA 
Bill Wheeler, FTA 
Sarah Beimers, SHPO 
Andy Gitzlaff, WCRRA 
Jessica Laabs, Kimley-Horn 
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Minnesota Department of Transportation 
 
Office of Environmental Services Office Tel: (651) 366-4292 
Mail Stop 620 Fax: (651) 366-3603 
395 John Ireland Boulevard greg.mathis@state.mn.us 

 
May 12, 2015 

Clinton Gridley 
City of  Woodbury 
8301 Valley Creek Rd. 
Woodbury, MN 55125 
 
 
RE: Consulting party status; Section 106 review for the proposed Gateway Corridor Bus Rapid Transit Project, 

SHPO No. 2014-0398 
 
 
Dear Mr. Gridley,  

On behalf  of  the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), I am extending an invitation to the City of  
Woodbury to participate in the Section 106 process for the Gateway Corridor Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) 
Project. The proposed project, which is sponsored by the Washington Regional Railroad Authority, is an 
approximately 12-mile long BRT facility between Union Depot in St. Paul, Ramsey County, and Woodbury, 
Washington County, Minnesota. The proposed alignment generally parallels Interstate 94 and will connect the 
cities of  St. Paul, Maplewood, Landfall, Oakdale, Lake Elmo and Woodbury. Enclosed are a project fact sheet 
and a map of  the project area. Additional information on the project is available at: 
http://thegatewaycorridor.com. 

The Project may receive funding from the FTA; therefore, it must comply with Section 306108 (Section 106 
by reference) of  the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), as amended, 54 U.S.C. § 306108. Section 
106 requires federal agencies to take into account the effects of  their undertakings on historic properties that 
are listed in, or are eligible for inclusion in, the National Register of  Historic Places. When there are potential 
adverse effects, the agency must consider ways to avoid, minimize, or mitigate those effects. The result is 
often a Section 106 agreement that stipulates measures to be taken to address Project effects on historic 
properties. The Minnesota Department of  Transportation Cultural Resources Unit (MnDOT CRU) is acting 
on behalf  of  the FTA in carrying out many aspects of  the Section 106 process for this project. 

Local governments are entitled to participate in the Section 106 process as consulting parties, along with the 
State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), Indian tribes, and other interested organizations and individuals. 
Consulting parties are able to share their views, receive and review pertinent information, offer ideas, and 
consider possible solutions together with the Federal agency and other parties. Consulting parties play an 
active and important role in determining how potential effects on historic properties will be avoided, 
minimized, or mitigated during the planning and implementation of  a proposed project. For more 
information, see: http://www.achp.gov/docs/CitizenGuide.pdf. 

We would welcome the involvement of  the City of  Woodbury in the Section 106 consultation for the Project. 
If  you would like to participate, please let us know of  your interest in writing within 30 days of  this letter. If  
you have any questions, please contact me at (651) 366-4292. 

Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Greg Mathis 
Minnesota Department of  Transportation 
Cultural Resources Unit 

 
Enclosures:  Gateway Corridor: Connecting the East Metro (project fact sheet; 2 sheets) 

C-43



Gateway Corridor: Dedicated BRT Alternatives to be studied in the Draft EIS (project 
overview map; 1 sheet) 

cc: Chris Bertch, FTA 
Maya Sarna, FTA 
Bill Wheeler, FTA 
Sarah Beimers, SHPO 
Andy Gitzlaff, WCRRA 
Jessica Laabs, Kimley-Horn 
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Minnesota Department of Transportation 

Office of Environmental Services Office Tel: (651) 366-4292 
Mail Stop 620 Fax: (651) 366-3603 
395 John Ireland Boulevard greg.mathis@state.mn.us 

May 12, 2015 

Lake Elmo Heritage Preservation Commission 
Attn: Dean Zulger 
3800 Laverne Ave. N. 
Lake Elmo, MN 55042 

RE: Consulting party status; Section 106 review for the proposed Gateway Corridor Bus Rapid Transit Project, 
SHPO No. 2014-0398 

Dear Mr. Zulger, 

On behalf  of  the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), I am extending an invitation to the Lake Elmo 
Heritage Preservation Commission (HPC) to participate in the Section 106 process for the Gateway Corridor 
Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Project. The proposed project, which is sponsored by the Washington Regional 
Railroad Authority, is an approximately 12-mile long BRT facility between Union Depot in St. Paul, Ramsey 
County, and Woodbury, Washington County, Minnesota. The proposed alignment generally parallels Interstate 
94 and will connect the cities of  St. Paul, Maplewood, Landfall, Oakdale, Lake Elmo and Woodbury. 
Enclosed are a project fact sheet and a map of  the project area. Additional information on the project is 
available at: http://thegatewaycorridor.com. 

The Project may receive funding from the FTA; therefore, it must comply with Section 306108 (Section 106 
by reference) of  the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), as amended, 54 U.S.C. § 306108. Section 
106 requires federal agencies to take into account the effects of  their undertakings on historic properties that 
are listed in, or are eligible for inclusion in, the National Register of  Historic Places. When there are potential 
adverse effects, the agency must consider ways to avoid, minimize, or mitigate those effects. The result is 
often a Section 106 agreement that stipulates measures to be taken to address Project effects on historic 
properties. The Minnesota Department of  Transportation Cultural Resources Unit (MnDOT CRU) is acting 
on behalf  of  the FTA in carrying out many aspects of  the Section 106 process for this project. 

Local governments are entitled to participate in the Section 106 process as consulting parties, along with the 
State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), Indian tribes, and other interested organizations and individuals. 
Consulting parties are able to share their views, receive and review pertinent information, offer ideas, and 
consider possible solutions together with the Federal agency and other parties. Consulting parties play an 
active and important role in determining how potential effects on historic properties will be avoided, 
minimized, or mitigated during the planning and implementation of  a proposed project. For more 
information, see: http://www.achp.gov/docs/CitizenGuide.pdf. 

We would welcome the involvement of  the HPC in the Section 106 consultation for the Project. If  you 
would like to participate, please let us know of  your interest in writing within 30 days of  this letter. If  you 
have any questions, please contact me at (651) 366-4292. 

Sincerely, 

Greg Mathis 
Minnesota Department of  Transportation 
Cultural Resources Unit 

Enclosures: Gateway Corridor: Connecting the East Metro (project fact sheet; 2 sheets) 
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Gateway Corridor: Dedicated BRT Alternatives to be studied in the Draft EIS (project 
overview map; 1 sheet) 

 
 
cc: Chris Bertch, FTA 

Maya Sarna, FTA 
Bill Wheeler, FTA 
Sarah Beimers, SHPO 
Andy Gitzlaff, WCRRA 
Jessica Laabs, Kimley-Horn 
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Minnesota Department of Transportation 
 
Office of Environmental Services Office Tel: (651) 366-4292 
Mail Stop 620 Fax: (651) 366-3603 
395 John Ireland Boulevard greg.mathis@state.mn.us 

 
May 12, 2015 

Kevin Roggenbuck 
Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority  
Union Depot, Suite 200 
214 4th St. E. 
St. Paul, MN 55101 
 
 
RE: Consulting party status; Section 106 review for the proposed Gateway Corridor Bus Rapid Transit Project, 

SHPO No. 2014-0398 
 
 
Dear Mr. Roggenbuck,  

On behalf  of  the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), I am extending an invitation to the Ramsey County 
Regional Railroad Authority (RCRRA) to participate in the Section 106 process for the Gateway Corridor Bus 
Rapid Transit (BRT) Project. The proposed project, which is sponsored by the Washington Regional Railroad 
Authority, is an approximately 12-mile long BRT facility between Union Depot in St. Paul, Ramsey County, and 
Woodbury, Washington County, Minnesota. The proposed alignment generally parallels Interstate 94 and will 
connect the cities of  St. Paul, Maplewood, Landfall, Oakdale, Lake Elmo and Woodbury. Enclosed are a project 
fact sheet and a map of  the project area. Additional information on the project is available at: 
http://thegatewaycorridor.com. 

The Project may receive funding from the FTA; therefore, it must comply with Section 306108 (Section 106 
by reference) of  the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), as amended, 54 U.S.C. § 306108. Section 
106 requires federal agencies to take into account the effects of  their undertakings on historic properties that 
are listed in, or are eligible for inclusion in, the National Register of  Historic Places. When there are potential 
adverse effects, the agency must consider ways to avoid, minimize, or mitigate those effects. The result is 
often a Section 106 agreement that stipulates measures to be taken to address Project effects on historic 
properties. The Minnesota Department of  Transportation Cultural Resources Unit (MnDOT CRU) is acting 
on behalf  of  the FTA in carrying out many aspects of  the Section 106 process for this project. 

Local governments are entitled to participate in the Section 106 process as consulting parties, along with the 
State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), Indian tribes, and other interested organizations and individuals. 
Consulting parties are able to share their views, receive and review pertinent information, offer ideas, and 
consider possible solutions together with the Federal agency and other parties. Consulting parties play an 
active and important role in determining how potential effects on historic properties will be avoided, 
minimized, or mitigated during the planning and implementation of  a proposed project. For more 
information, see: http://www.achp.gov/docs/CitizenGuide.pdf. 

We would welcome the involvement of  the RCRRA in the Section 106 consultation for the Project. If  you 
would like to participate, please let us know of  your interest in writing within 30 days of  this letter. If  you 
have any questions, please contact me at (651) 366-4292. 

Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Greg Mathis 
Minnesota Department of  Transportation 
Cultural Resources Unit 

 

C-47



Enclosures:  Gateway Corridor: Connecting the East Metro (project fact sheet; 2 sheets) 
Gateway Corridor: Dedicated BRT Alternatives to be studied in the Draft EIS (project 
overview map; 1 sheet) 

 
 
cc: Chris Bertch, FTA 

Maya Sarna, FTA 
Bill Wheeler, FTA 
Sarah Beimers, SHPO 
Andy Gitzlaff, WCRRA 
Jessica Laabs, Kimley-Horn 
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Minnesota Department of Transportation 

Office of Environmental Services Office Tel: (651) 366-4292 
Mail Stop 620 Fax: (651) 366-3603 
395 John Ireland Boulevard greg.mathis@state.mn.us 

May 12, 2015 

Saint Paul Heritage Preservation Commission 
Attn.: Amy Spong 
City of  Saint Paul 
25 4th St. W., Suite 1400 
Saint Paul, MN 55102 

RE: Consulting party status; Section 106 review for the proposed Gateway Corridor Bus Rapid Transit Project, 
SHPO No. 2014-0398 

Dear Ms. Spong, 

On behalf  of  the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), I am extending an invitation to the Saint Paul 
Heritage Preservation Commission (HPC) to participate in the Section 106 process for the Gateway Corridor 
Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Project. The proposed project, which is sponsored by the Washington Regional 
Railroad Authority, is an approximately 12-mile long BRT facility between Union Depot in St. Paul, Ramsey 
County, and Woodbury, Washington County, Minnesota. The proposed alignment generally parallels Interstate 
94 and will connect the cities of  St. Paul, Maplewood, Landfall, Oakdale, Lake Elmo and Woodbury. 
Enclosed are a project fact sheet and a map of  the project area. Additional information on the project is 
available at: http://thegatewaycorridor.com. 

The Project may receive funding from the FTA; therefore, it must comply with Section 306108 (Section 106 
by reference) of  the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), as amended, 54 U.S.C. § 306108. Section 
106 requires federal agencies to take into account the effects of  their undertakings on historic properties that 
are listed in, or are eligible for inclusion in, the National Register of  Historic Places. When there are potential 
adverse effects, the agency must consider ways to avoid, minimize, or mitigate those effects. The result is 
often a Section 106 agreement that stipulates measures to be taken to address Project effects on historic 
properties. The Minnesota Department of  Transportation Cultural Resources Unit (MnDOT CRU) is acting 
on behalf  of  the FTA in carrying out many aspects of  the Section 106 process for this project. 

Local governments are entitled to participate in the Section 106 process as consulting parties, along with the 
State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), Indian tribes, and other interested organizations and individuals. 
Consulting parties are able to share their views, receive and review pertinent information, offer ideas, and 
consider possible solutions together with the Federal agency and other parties. Consulting parties play an 
active and important role in determining how potential effects on historic properties will be avoided, 
minimized, or mitigated during the planning and implementation of  a proposed project. For more 
information, see: http://www.achp.gov/docs/CitizenGuide.pdf. 

We would welcome the involvement of  the HPC in the Section 106 consultation for the Project. If  you 
would like to participate, please let us know of  your interest in writing within 30 days of  this letter. If  you 
have any questions, please contact me at (651) 366-4292. 

Sincerely, 

Greg Mathis 
Minnesota Department of  Transportation 
Cultural Resources Unit 
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Enclosures: Gateway Corridor: Connecting the East Metro (project fact sheet; 2 sheets) 
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cc: Chris Bertch, FTA 
Maya Sarna, FTA 
Bill Wheeler, FTA 
Sarah Beimers, SHPO 
Andy Gitzlaff, WCRRA 
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1

Dammel, Rachel (Haase)

From: Bob Streetar <bob.streetar@ci.oakdale.mn.us>
Sent: Friday, June 12, 2015 5:18 PM
To: Mathis, Gregory (DOT)
Cc: Bob Streetar
Subject: City of Oakdale/Gateway Corridor Bus Rapid Transit/Section 106 Process

Hi Greg: 
 
I am writing to indicate the City of Oakdale is interested in participating in the Section 106 process for the Gateway 
Corridor Bus Rapid Transit. 
 
Bob 
 
Bob Streetar, DPA 
Community Development Director 
City of Oakdale 
651‐730‐2806 (o) 
612‐834‐3056 (c) 
Bob.streetar@ci.oakdale.mn.us 
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M Minnesota

Historical Society
Using the Power of History to Transform Lives

PRESERVING I SHARING I CONNECTING

Minnesota Historic Preservation Office

January 22, 2016

Greg Mathis, Cultural Resources Unit

Office of Environmental Services

MN Dept of Transportation

Transportation Bldg, MS 620

395 John Ireland Blvd

St. Paul, MN 55155

RE: Gateway Corridor Bus Rapid Transit Project

Ramsey and Washington Counties

SHPO Number: 2014-0398

Dear Mr. Mathis

Thank you for the opportunity comment on the above project. Information received in our office on 22 December 2015 has been
reviewed pursuant to the responsibilities given the State Historic Preservation Officer by the National Historic Preservation Act of
1966 and implementing federal regulations at 36 CFR 800.

We have completed our review of your correspondence dated 21 December 2015 which included the following documents:

• Archaeological andArchitecture/History Area of Potential Effect (December2015), report and appendices (maps)
• Gateway Corridor Methodologyfor Archaeological &Architecture/History Surveys (The 106 Group Ltd, 18 December 2015)

Based on information available to us at this time, we agree that your determination for the areas of potential effect (APE) for
archaeological resources and architectural/historic resources is appropriate for the proposed undertaking, as described and
documented inyour submittal. We appreciate the extensive research and thorough analysis competed in order to make this
determination.

Since this APE has been determined based upon preliminary project engineering plans and with several route alternatives still under
consideration, it is our understanding that, as design development proceeds, your agency will continue to reevaluate these APEs in
order to determine whether adjustments are warranted and will consult with our office and other consulting parties as needed.

In general, we agree that the proposed survey methodology as presented in the submittal is appropriate to the scale and nature of
the proposed undertaking as wecurrently understand it.Specifically as this methodology relates to survey of architecture/history
properties previouslydetermined eligibleor ineligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), we recommend
that youragency consider incorporation into the methodology a provision that would allow for consideration of the passage of time,
changing perceptions of significance, or incomplete prior evaluations that may require a property to be re-evaluated for NRHP
eligibility, per 36 CFR 800.4(c)(1).

Welook forward to continuing consultation on this project. Please feel free to contact me ifyou have any questions regarding our
comment letter. Ican be reached by phone at 651-259-3456 or e-mail at sarah.beimers@mnhs.org.

Sincerely,

Sarah J. Beimers, Manager

Government Programs & Compliance

Minnesota Historical Society, 345 Kellogg Boulevard West, Saint Paul, Minnesota 55102
651-259-3000 • 888-727-8386 • www.mnhs.org
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Minnesota Department of Transportation 

Office of Environmental Stewardship Office Tel: (651) 366-3615 
Mail Stop 620 Fax: (651) 366-3603 
395 John Ireland Boulevard  
St. Paul, MN 55155 

February 12, 2016 

Sarah Beimers, Manager 
Government Programs & Compliance 
Historic Preservation Office 
Minnesota Historical Society 
345 Kellogg Blvd. W. 
St. Paul, MN 55102 

RE: Gateway Corridor Bus Rapid Transit Project, Washington and Ramsey Counties, 
Minnesota; Area of Potential Effect and Research Design for Historic Property 
Identification, SHPO #2014-0398 

Dear Ms. Beimers, 

Thank you for your response and concurrence letter dated 22 January 2016, regarding 
the two documents submitted to your office on behalf of the Federal Transit 
Administration on 22 December 2015: 

• Archaeological and Architecture/History Area of Potential Effect (December 2015)
report and appendices (maps)

• Gateway Corridor Methodology for Archaeological & Architecture/History Surveys
(The 106 Group Ltd, 18 December 2015)

Your letter agreed with proposed survey methodology, but recommended that we 
incorporate into the methodology a provision that would allow for consideration of the 
passage of time, changing perceptions of significance, or incomplete prior evaluations 
that may require a property to be re-evaluated for NRHP eligibility, per 36 CFR 800.4 
(c)(1). 

We agree with this suggestion and have modified the methodology language as 
follows: 

Properties inventoried within the last five years for Section 106 reviews completed in 
consultation with MnDOT CRU will not be re-surveyed or evaluated as part of this 
project. Properties previously determined eligible for listing in the National Register of 
Historic Places (NRHP) will have an updated inventory form prepared if there has 
been a change in the property’s historical integrity or if it appears that there is a 
potential change in significance that would result in a different NRHP eligibility 
recommendation. If there are no integrity changes, or if there does not appear to be a 
change in significance, the previously determined eligible property will be identified 
and recorded in a table in the survey report. All other properties, including those 
surveyed more than five years ago and determined ineligible and those not previously 
surveyed, would be fully inventoried.  
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We anticipate continuing consultation on this project as project planning occurs and 
route alternatives are evaluated.  Please contact me at (651) 366-3615 or at 
garneth.peterson@state.mn.us  if you have any questions. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Garneth O. Peterson, AICP 
MnDOT Cultural Resources Unit  
 
 
cc: Reginald Arkell, Federal Transit Administration 

Mark Assam, Federal Transit Administration 
Andy Beaudet, United States Army Corps of Engineers 
Brad Johnson, United States Army Corps of Engineers 
Lyssa Leitner, Washington County Regional Railroad Authority 
Mike Rogers, Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority 
Jessica Laabs, Kimley-Horn 
Michael Thompson, City of Maplewood 
Bob Streetar, City of Oakdale 
Amy Spong, St. Paul HPC 

 Jenny Bring, 106 Group 
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1

Mathis, Gregory (DOT)

From: Ed Shukle <eshukle@cityoflandfall.com>
Sent: Wednesday, December 27, 2017 5:16 PM
To: Mathis, Gregory (DOT)
Cc: Leitner, Lyssa
Subject: FW: Gold Line consulting party letters
Attachments: GtwyBRTconsult_allConsultParties_2015-05-12.pdf; GtwyBRTConcurring parties 

responses .pdf

Greg, 
 
I apologize for the lack of response from the City of Landfall regarding Section 106 for the Gold Line project. I was new to 
the city of Landfall in 2015 and was unaware of this request. Please make a note that the city of Landfall is a willing 
participating consulting party to this project. 
 
Thank you. 
 
Ed Shukle 
 
Ed Shukle 
City Administrator/HRA Executive Director 
City of Landfall Village 
One 4th Avenue 
Landfall, MN 55128 
651‐739‐4123 Office 
651‐702‐6067 Fax 
612‐269‐7015 Cell 
eshukle@cityoflandfall.com 
 
 
 

From: Leitner, Lyssa [mailto:Lyssa.Leitner@metrotransit.org]  
Sent: Wednesday, December 27, 2017 10:50 AM 
To: jschmitz@ci.woodbury.mn.us; Ed Shukle 
Subject: Gold Line consulting party letters 
 
Janelle and Ed,  
 
Back in May 2015, MnDOT sent letters to all of the cities asking if they wanted to be a consulting party to the Section 
106 (architectural history) process for the Gold Line. The letters were send to the city administrators for all cities so Ed 
and Clint should have received them. Landfall and Woodbury never responded.  
 
Since we are starting up the environmental process again, I wanted to reach out to see if Landfall and Woodbury didn’t 
want to be consulting parties or if you just never responded. The attached documents are all the original letters to the 
cities and counties and the second document are the responses from the other cities. As you an see, a simple email will 
suffice.  
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Mathis, Gregory (DOT)

From: Schmitz, Janelle <janelle.schmitz@woodburymn.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, December 27, 2017 1:55 PM
To: Mathis, Gregory (DOT)
Cc: Leitner, Lyssa
Subject: FW: Gold Line consulting party letters

Dear Mr. Mathis, 
 
The new locally preferred alignment of the Gold Line goes through more developed parts of Woodbury than the 
previous alignment.  As such, Woodbury would respectfully like to accept the role as a consulting party for the Section 
106 part of the environmental review process for the Gold Line.  Please include me in any further outreach or 
correspondence on this topic.  My contact information is below.  
 
Thank you. 
 

Janelle Schmitz 
Assistant Community Development Director 
8301 Valley Creek Road | Woodbury, MN 55125 
(651) 714-3534 | www.woodburymn.gov  
 

 
 
 

From: Leitner, Lyssa [mailto:Lyssa.Leitner@metrotransit.org]  
Sent: Wednesday, December 27, 2017 10:50 AM 
To: Schmitz, Janelle <janelle.schmitz@woodburymn.gov>; eshukle@cityoflandfall.com 
Subject: Gold Line consulting party letters 
 
Janelle and Ed,  
 
Back in May 2015, MnDOT sent letters to all of the cities asking if they wanted to be a consulting party to the Section 
106 (architectural history) process for the Gold Line. The letters were send to the city administrators for all cities so Ed 
and Clint should have received them. Landfall and Woodbury never responded.  
 
Since we are starting up the environmental process again, I wanted to reach out to see if Landfall and Woodbury didn’t 
want to be consulting parties or if you just never responded. The attached documents are all the original letters to the 
cities and counties and the second document are the responses from the other cities. As you an see, a simple email will 
suffice.  
 
Consulting parties can play a large or small role. You will be copied on all correspondence about Section 106 and if there 
are potentially eligible properties for the national register in your city,  you have the opportunity to be more engaged. 
The letter outlines more information.  
 
Please let me know if you have any questions. If you do NOT want to be a consulting party, let me know so we can stop 
asking you about it. If you would like to be a consulting party, please respond to Greg Mathis.  
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Mathis, Gregory (DOT)

From: Jan Lucke <Jan.Lucke@co.washington.mn.us>
Sent: Wednesday, January 10, 2018 12:04 PM
To: Mathis, Gregory (DOT)
Cc: william.wheeler@dot.gov; Elizabeth Breiseth (elizabeth.breiseth@dot.gov); Leitner, 

Lyssa; Nani Jacobson; Sarah Beimers; Beckwith, Christine
Subject: RE: Gold Line Section 106 Invitation to Consult

Greg, 
 
Washington County will participate in Section 106 process as a consulting party. We appreciate the invitation and we 
remain grateful for the outstanding work you are doing to move the Gold Line project forward. We are fortunate to have 
you on the team. 
 
Jan 
 
Jan Lucke | Planning Division Director 
Phone: 651‐430‐4316 | Fax: 651‐430‐4350 
jan.lucke@co.washington.mn.us 
 
Washington County Public Works Department 
11660 Myeron Rd North | Stillwater, MN 55082 

 
“Plan, build and maintain a better Washington County” 
 

 
 

From: Mathis, Gregory (DOT) [mailto:greg.mathis@state.mn.us]  
Sent: Friday, December 22, 2017 10:50 AM 
To: Jan Lucke  
Cc: william.wheeler@dot.gov; Elizabeth Breiseth (elizabeth.breiseth@dot.gov) ; Leitner, Lyssa ; Nani Jacobson ; Sarah 
Beimers ; Beckwith, Christine  
Subject: Gold Line Section 106 Invitation to Consult 
 
Hi Jan,  
 
On behalf of FTA, please find attached an invitation to Washington County to participate in the Section 106 (historic 
properties review) process for Gateway Corridor/Gold Line. I also put a hard copy in the mail.  
 
Per 36 CFR 800, which implements Section 106, representatives of local governments with jurisdiction over the area in 
which the effects of an undertaking may occur are entitled to participate in the Section 106 process as a consulting 
party. If you recall, we sent invitations to Ramsey County, as well as cities and HPCs along the alignment back in 2015, 
but did not send one to Washington County since it was already involved as the project sponsor. Now that the 
Metropolitan Council has taken over project sponsorship, we are inviting Washington County to participate in the 
Section 106 process as a consulting party. Please let me know by January 22, 2018 if Washington County wants to 
participate.  
 
Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions. I am out next week, but am back on January 2nd.  
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Mathis, Gregory (DOT)

From: Gitzlaff, Andrew J <andrew.gitzlaff@CO.RAMSEY.MN.US>
Sent: Thursday, January 18, 2018 8:55 AM
To: Mathis, Gregory (DOT)
Cc: Rogers, Michael; Leitner, Lyssa; Beckwith, Christine
Subject: FW: Gold Line consulting party letters
Attachments: GtwyBRTconsult_allConsultParties_2015-05-12.pdf

Hi Greg, 
 
I am writing to indicate that Ramsey County accepts participation in the Section 106 (historic properties) review process 
for the proposed Gateway Corridor (Gold Line) Bus Rapid Transit Project, SHPO No. 2014‐0398 as a consulting party. 
 
Please include me on all future correspondence. I can be reached directly at 651‐266‐2772 or 
andrew.gitzlaff@co.ramsey.mn.us  
 
Andrew J. Gitzlaff, AICP, LEED AP | Senior Transportation Planner  
Ramsey County  
Economic Growth and Community Investment Service Team 
Transit and Transit Oriented Development |Regional Railroad Authority 
651‐266‐2772  
 
andrew.gitzlaff@co.ramsey.mn.us 
 
www.ramseycounty.us  
 

From: Leitner, Lyssa [mailto:Lyssa.Leitner@metrotransit.org]  
Sent: Wednesday, January 17, 2018 5:01 PM 
To: Gitzlaff, Andrew J ; Rogers, Michael  
Subject: Gold Line consulting party letters 
 
Andy and Mike,  
 
Back in May 2015, MnDOT sent letters to all of the cities and counties asking if they wanted to be a consulting party to 
the Section 106 process for the Gold Line. The Ramsey County letter was addressed to Kevin. Ramsey County, along with 
Woodbury and Landfall, never responded.  
 
Since we are starting up the environmental process again, I wanted to reach out to see if Ramsey County didn’t want to 
be consulting party or if you just never responded. The attached documents are all the original letters to the cities and 
counties and the second document are the responses from the other cities. As you an see, a simple email to Greg Mathis 
will suffice.  
 
Consulting parties can play a large or small role. You will be copied on all correspondence about Section 106 and if there 
are potentially eligible properties for the national register in your city, you have the opportunity to be more engaged. 
The letter outlines more information.  
 
Please let me know if you have any questions. If you do NOT want to be a consulting party, let me know so we can stop 
asking you about it. If you would like to be a consulting party, please respond to Greg Mathis.  
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U.S. Department 

of Transportation 

Federal Transit 
Administration 

February 22, 2018 

Sarah Beimers 
State Historic Preservation Office 
Minnesota Historical Society 
345 Kellogg Blvd. W. 
St. Paul, MN 55102 

RE:  Gateway Corridor (Gold Line) Bus Rapid Transit Project, Washington and Ramsey Counties, 
Minnesota; Phase I and II Architecture/History Survey of Areas Outside the Dayton’s Bluff 
Heritage Preservation District, SHPO #2014-0398 

Dear Ms. Beimers: 

The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) is writing to continue consultation for the Gateway 
Corridor (Gold Line) Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Project (Project). 

As we noted in our January 30, 2018 letter, per your request, we are dividing the results of our 
efforts to identify historic properties that may be potentially affected by the proposed Project into 
several submittals. This letter transmits for your review and concurrence the results of a Phase I 
and II architecture/history survey of the portions of the Project’s architecture/history Area of 
Potential Effect (APE) located outside of the locally designated (City of St. Paul) Dayton’s Bluff 
Heritage Preservation District (DBHPD) (see FTA’s January 30, 2018 submittal for the results of 
our survey of the DBHPD). Other submittals will include the results of an assessment of the 
Project’s archaeological APE and a Phase II evaluation for the 3M Center (RA-MWC-0010) in 
Maplewood (see below).  

Please find enclosed a survey report prepared by Kimley-Horn Associates in March 2017 
documenting the results of a Phase I and II survey of the portions of the Project’s 
architecture/history APE outside of the DBHPD and inventory forms for the surveyed properties. 
Also attached is a supplemental integrity assessment for Johnson Parkway (RA-SPC-5685 and 
RA-SPC-8497) prepared by Mead & Hunt in October 2017 to address changes to this property 
after the original survey was completed. 

As you review the Phase I and II report, please note the following: 
• The architecture/history APE described in the report and depicted in Figure 1 for areas

east of Interstate 694/494 (I-694/494) differs from the APE we defined for the Project on
December 21, 2015 (the current APE limits, with which your office concurred on January
22, 2016, are included in Appendix A of the attached report).

REGION V 
Illinois, Indiana, 
Michigan, Minnesota, 
Ohio, Wisconsin 

200 West Adams Street 
Suite 320 
Chicago, IL  60606-5253 
312-353-2789
312-886-0351 (fax)
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As noted in the report, when we defined the APE, the Locally Preferred Alternative 
(LPA) was an approximately 12-mile-long BRT line beginning at the St. Paul Union 
Deport and generally paralleling I-94 to Manning Avenue in Woodbury. On December 8, 
2016, Washington County, the local project sponsor at the time, revised the LPA to 
follow a new alignment east of I-694/494. Instead of paralleling I-94 all the way to 
Manning Avenue, the revised LPA turns south shortly after crossing I-694/494, then 
crosses over I-94 and extends south along Bielenberg Drive to the Tamarac Village 
Shopping Center in Woodbury, resulting in an approximately 9-mile-long BRT line. We 
are in the process of revising the Project’s archaeological and architecture/history APEs 
to reflect the revised LPA, as well as some potential design refinements being considered 
by the Project, and will submit them to your office for concurrence. Therefore, for the 
purpose of your current review, please consider the APE depicted in Figure 1 to be the 
survey area covered by the report. If any areas not covered by the report are added to the 
architecture/history APE, we will survey these areas to determine if they include any 
historic properties that could be potentially affected by the Project and submit the results 
to your office for concurrence. 

• The report states that the architecture/history survey identified 572 properties that were
45 years in age or older within the Project’s APE, but outside of the DBHPD. However,
we have determined that three (3) of these properties are actually within the DBHPD and
were, therefore, accounted for/included as part of our January 30, 2018 submittal. These
properties include two (2) that are listed in the National Register of Historic Places
(NRHP) and one (1) newly identified property (inventory forms not attached):

o Schornstein Grocery and Saloon (RA-SPC-5087; NRHP 1984), 707 Wilson
Avenue and 223 Bates Avenue, St. Paul;

o Euclid View Flats (RA-SPC-0280; NRHP 2014), 234–38 Bates Avenue, St. Paul;
and

o Dayton’s Bluff Heritage Preservation District (RA-SPC-8835), n/a Mounds
Boulevard and Hudson Road, St. Paul. Please note, this property is referred to as
the Dayton’s Bluff Historic District in the attached report.

We have also determined that one (1) property, Hudson Road, which is a linear resource, 
was counted twice (identified as XX-RRD-039 [entire road] and RA-SPC-5841 [segment 
in St. Paul]). Both inventory forms are attached.  

Based on the results of the Phase I and II survey, of the 569 properties that were identified in the 
Project’s architecture/history APE, but outside the boundaries of the DBHPD, the Minnesota 
Department of Transportation (MnDOT) Cultural Resources Unit (CRU), under delegation of 
authority, found, and FTA has determined that: 

• Seven (7) properties are listed in the NRHP (inventory forms not attached):
o Lowertown Historic District (no inventory number on file; NRHP 1983), roughly

bounded by Shepard Road and Kellogg Boulevard, Broadway Street, 7th Street,
and Sibley Street, St. Paul;
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o Giesen-Hauser House/Peter & Mary Giesen House (RA-SPC-4693; NRHP 1983),
827 Mound Street, St. Paul;

o Saint Paul Union Depot (RA-SPC-5225; NRHP 1974), 214 4th Street, St. Paul;
o Union Depot Historic District (also known as Union Depot Elevated Rail Yards)

(RA-SPC-6907; NRHP 2014 [Saint Paul Union Depot boundary increase]),
roughly bounded by Shepard Road, Wacouta Street, 4th Street, and Sibley Street,
St. Paul;

o Saint Paul Public Library / James J. Hill Reference Library (RA-SPC-5245;
NRHP 1975), 80–90 West 4th Street, St. Paul;

o U.S. Post Office, Courthouse and Customs House (Landmark Center) (RA-SPC-
5266; NRHP 1969), 75 West 5th Street, St. Paul; and

o Mickey’s Diner (RA-SPC-5421; NRHP 1983), 36 West 9th Street, St. Paul.
We have determined that all of these properties retain sufficient integrity to convey their 
significance and are therefore still eligible for inclusion in the NRHP. 

• Three (3) properties have been previously determined as eligible for inclusion in the
NRHP (inventory forms not attached):

o Urban Renewal Historic District (no inventory number on file), roughly bounded
by Kellogg Boulevard, Jackson Street, 6th Street, and Wabasha Street, St. Paul;

o Saint Paul Athletic Club (RA-SPC-0550), 340 Cedar Street, St. Paul; and
o First National Bank (RA-SPC-4645), 332 Minnesota Street, St. Paul.

We have determined that all of these properties retain sufficient integrity to convey their 
significance and are still eligible for inclusion in the NRHP. 

• One (1) property has been previously certified as eligible for inclusion in the NRHP by
the Keeper of the National Register:

o Rice Park Historic District (no inventory number on file), includes five properties
located immediately adjacent to Rice Park, St. Paul (inventory form not included).
In 1979, the Keeper of the National Register determined that this property is
eligible for the NRHP. Given the age of the documentation associated with this
determination of eligibility, it does not meet current standards. However, the
Project is evaluating possible design refinements that could potentially minimize
any potential effects of the Project on this property.  Once we have a better
understanding of whether the design refinements are feasible, we will determine if
additional evaluation or documentation of this property is required to determine if
it is still eligible for inclusion in the NRHP and/or to assess effects.

• Two (2) newly identified properties are eligible for inclusion in the NRHP (inventory
forms attached):

o Saint Paul Hotel (RA-SPC-3493), 350 North Market Street, St. Paul: We have
determined that this property is eligible for inclusion in the NRHP under Criterion
A in the area of Commerce within the historic context “Downtown Saint Paul,
1849–1975” as a significant local landmark and contributor to the local economy
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within the period 1909–1966, and under Criterion C in the in the area of 
Architecture as a distinctive example of the Renaissance Revival style, and as the 
work of a master for its association with the architectural firm of Reed and Stem. 

o Grace Lutheran Church (RA-SPC-8465), 1730 Old Hudson Road, St. Paul: We
have determined that this property is eligible for inclusion in the NRHP under
Criterion C, in the area of Architecture within the historic context “Mid-Century
Modern Ecclesiastical Architecture in Minnesota,” as a distinctive example of a
Mid-Century Modern church in Saint Paul within the period 1959–1961, which
corresponds with the construction of the church.

• One (1) property is potentially eligible for inclusion in the NRHP (inventory form not
attached):

o 3M Center (RA-MWC-0010), 2301 McKnight Rd., Maplewood: FTA, with
assistance from MnDOT CRU, is currently completing a Phase II evaluation of
this property to determine if it is eligible for inclusion in the NRHP. Once we
complete the evaluation, we will submit the results to your office for concurrence.

• 555 properties are not individually eligible for inclusion in the NRHP due to a lack of
historic significance and/or a loss of integrity (inventory forms attached). Of these, two
were evaluated at a Phase II level:

o Johnson Parkway (RA-SPC-5685 [inventory number used in previous reports]
and RA-SPC-8497), Johnson Parkway, St. Paul: This property is significant under
NRHP Criterion A in the areas of Entertainment/Recreation and Community
Planning and Development, within the historic context “Development of the
North Portion of the Saint Paul Parkway System, 1872–1945,” for its association
with the development of the north portion of Saint Paul’s Parkway System, and
also under Criterion C in the area of Architecture as a designed historic landscape
for its historical association with the City Beautiful movement. However, based
on the supplemental integrity assessment completed by Mead & Hunt, MnDOT
CRU found and FTA determined that this property no longer retains sufficient
historic integrity to convey its significance under either Criterion A or C.

o Sun Ray Shopping Center (RA-SPC-8466), 2197 Hudson Road, St. Paul: This
property possesses local significance under NRHP Criterion A in the area of
Commerce within the historic contexts “Mid-Twentieth Century Shopping Malls”
and “Neighborhood Commercial Centers, 1874–1960”; however, the complex no
longer retains sufficient integrity to convey this significance due to substantial
physical alterations that occurred after the period of significance.
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In closing, FTA requests concurrence with our National Register eligibility determinations 
within thirty (30) calendar days of this letter, which is March 24, 2018. We also look forward 
to continuing consultation with your office as additional survey work is completed within the 
APE to identify and evaluate historic properties for the NRHP that may be potentially affected 
by the proposed Project. 

Sincerely, 

Jay M. Ciavarella 
Director, Office of Planning and Program Development 

Enclosures: Revised Phase I and II Architecture/History Investigation for the Gateway 
Corridor, Ramsey and Washington Counties, Minnesota (Kimley Horn 
Associates, 2017) 

Integrity Assessment: Johnson Parkway, St. Paul, Minnesota (Mead & Hunt, Inc., 
2017) 

Phase II Inventory Forms 
• Eligible Properties (2 total)
• Not Eligible Properties (2 total)

Phase I Inventory Forms for Not Eligible Properties (553 total) 

cc (via email): Reggie Arkell, Federal Transit Administration 
Elizabeth Breiseth, Federal Transit Administration 
Andy Beaudet, United States Army Corps of Engineers 
Brad Johnson, United States Army Corps of Engineers 
Greg Mathis, Minnesota Department of Transportation 
Chris Beckwith, Gold Line Project Office 
Lyssa Leitner, Gold Line Project Office 
Andy Gitzlaff, Ramsey County 
Jan Lucke, Washington County 
Ed Shukle, City of Landfall Village 
Steve Love, City of Maplewood 
Bob Streetar, City of Oakdale 
Christine Boulware, City of Saint Paul 
Janelle Schmitz, City of Woodbury 
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STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE 

March 2, 2018 

Mr. Jay Ciavarella 
Federal Transit Administration 
Region V 
200 West Adams Street, Suite 320 
Chicago, IL  60606-5253 

RE: Gateway Corridor (Gold Line) Bus Rapid Transit Project 
National Register Evaluation of the Dayton’s Bluff Heritage Preservation District 
Ramsey and Washington Counties 
SHPO Number: 2014-0398 

Dear Mr. Ciaverella:  

Thank you for continuing consultation on the above project. Information received in our office on 30 
January 2018  has been reviewed pursuant to the responsibilities given the State Historic Preservation 
Officer by the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 and implementing federal regulations at 36 CFR 
Part 800. 

We previously provided comments on this project in a letter dated 22 January 2016 agreeing that your 
agency’s determination of the area of potential effects (APE) for this undertaking was appropriate. Since 
the APE was determined based on preliminary project plans, we understand that your agency will 
continue to reevaluate the APE as design development proceeds with the understanding that, as the 
project design is further refined, it may be necessary to reevaluate the current determination. 

We have reviewed the documentation included with your January 30, 2018 letter,  a submittal which 
included the final report entitled Dayton’s Bluff Heritage Preservation District Phase II National Register 
Historic District Evaluation (2017, Landscape Research) and the associated 534 inventory forms.  Our 
comments are provided below. 

Last fall, as requested by the Minnesota Department of Transportation’s Cultural Resources Unit 
(MnDOT-CRU), our office previously reviewed a draft of the above referenced Phase II evaluation report 
and concurred with the MnDOT-CRU’s determination that the Dayton’s Bluff Heritage Preservation 
District (DBHPD) is not eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) as a historic 
district (see email dated 20 October 2017 from Sarah Beimers). Based upon information provided to our 
office at this time with your agency’s formal determination of ineligibility, we now provide formal 
concurrence that the Dayton’s Bluff Heritage Preservation District is not eligible for listing in the NRHP.  

Of the 534 properties that are located within the ineligible Dayton’s Bluff Heritage Preservation District 
(DBHPD): 

 A total of 192 (by our count) are located within this undertaking’s APE.  All of these properties
within the APE were also evaluated to determine if they were individually eligible for listing in
the NRHP. Of these, your agency has determined:
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o Two (2) historic properties are already listed in the NRHP and are located within the
APE. These include the Schornstein Grocery and Saloon and Euclid View Flats.

o Six (6) additional properties were determined as potentially eligible for listing in the
NRHP: S. Kaese House and McLean School (RA-SPC-2439), Peter Bott House and
Garage (RA-SPC-2040), Charles W. Weber House (RA-SPC-2481 and RA-SPC-5204),
Frederick Reinecker House #1 (RA-SPC-5208 and RA-SPC-2491), Frederick Reinecker
House #2 (RA-SPC-5207 and RA-SPC-2490) and Tandy Row (RA-SPC-2619 and 5232).
We agree that these 6 properties listed above are potentially eligible for listing in the
NRHP and warrant additional evaluation in order to confirm eligibility. It is our
understanding that your agency is considering potential effects to these properties as
design development for the undertaking proceeds and your agency will complete full
NRHP evaluations for these properties if they remain within the APE. Alternatively, your
agency may determine that full NRHP evaluations are not warranted due to potential
lesser effects from the undertaking.

o An additional property, Service Station (RA-SPC-2284) has also been identified as
potentially eligible for listing in the NRHP. We agree with this preliminary determination
and look forward to reviewing the results of the Phase II evaluation of this property as it
becomes available.

o Your agency has determined that the remaining 183 properties located within the
project’s APE are not eligible for listing in the NRHP and our office concurs with this
determination.

As stated in your letter, your agency evaluated the entire Dayton’s Bluff Heritage Preservation District to 
determine its eligibility for listing in the NRHP, but has not fully evaluated each property to determine 
their potential individual eligibility. The 342 properties located within the district that are located 
outside the APE for this project have not been fully evaluated. Although your agency identified an 
additional 28 properties within the district that are potentially individually eligible for listing in the NRHP 
and identified 313 properties that do not appear to be individually eligible for listing in the NRHP, our 
office does not consider these properties fully evaluated. Therefore, we will incorporate the inventory 
forms for these properties into our statewide inventory files, but will consider them unevaluated. 

We look forward to continuing consultation with your agency as additional survey work is completed 
and as the project plans proceed. Please contact me at (651) 201-3290 or sarah.beimers@state.mn.us 
with any question our review. 

Sincerely, 

Sarah J. Beimers 
Environmental Review Manager 

cc: Greg Mathis, MnDOT Cultural Resources Unit 
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U.S. Department 

of Transportation 

Federal Transit 
Administration 

March 15, 2018 

Sarah Beimers 
State Historic Preservation Office 
Administration Building #203 
50 Sherburn Ave. 
St. Paul, MN 55155-1402 

RE:  Gateway Corridor (Gold Line) Bus Rapid Transit Project, Washington and Ramsey Counties, 
Minnesota; Phase II Architecture/History Evaluation of 3M Center, SHPO #2014-0398 

Dear Ms. Beimers, 

The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) is writing to continue consultation for the Gateway 
Corridor (Gold Line) Bus Rapid Transit Project (Project). 

As we noted in our January 30, 2018 letter, per your request we are breaking up the results of our 
efforts to identify historic properties that may be potentially affected by the proposed Project into 
several submittals. This current submittal includes the results of a Phase II evaluation of 3M 
Center (RA-MWC-0010), located at 2301 McKnight Road, Maplewood, Washington County, 
Minnesota.  

Enclosed please find a Minnesota Multiple Property Inventory Form for 3M Center, which 
documents the results of our Phase II evaluation of this property. Based on the results of the 
evaluation, the Minnesota Department of Transportation (MnDOT) Cultural Resources Unit 
(CRU), under delegation of authority from FTA, found that the 3M Center is eligible for 
inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). As the chief research facility and 
corporate headquarters of the internationally important 3M Company as it continued to grow and 
innovate in the postwar period, MnDOT CRU found that the 3M Center is significant under 
Criterion A in the areas of Commerce and Invention for its nationally significant contributions to 
the development of a wide range of consumer and industrial product areas, including adhesives, 
optical products, films, nonwoven materials, medical supplies, and a variety of advanced 
materials. The period of significance for the historic district begins in 1954 with the construction 
of the first building on the campus and continues through 1975 to include the completion of the 
third and most substantial building campaign on the campus. Based on MnDOT CRU’s findings, 
FTA has determined that the 3M Center, with the boundaries described and depicted in the 
attached inventory form, is eligible for inclusion in the NRHP as a historic district.  

REGION V 
Illinois, Indiana, 
Michigan, Minnesota, 
Ohio, Wisconsin 

200 West Adams Street 
Suite 320 
Chicago, IL  60606 
312-353-2789
312-886-0351 (fax)
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April 3, 2018 

Mr. Jay Ciavarella 
Federal Transit Administration 
Region V 
200 West Adams Street, Suite 320 
Chicago, IL  60606-5253 

RE: Gateway Corridor (Gold Line) Bus Rapid Transit Project 
Phase I and II Architecture History Survey of Areas Outside the Dayton’s Bluff Heritage 
Preservation District  
Ramsey and Washington Counties 
SHPO Number: 2014-0398 

Dear Mr. Ciaverella, 

Thank you for continuing consultation on the above project. Information received in our office on 26 
February 2018  has been reviewed pursuant to the responsibilities given the State Historic Preservation 
Officer by the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, and implementing federal 
regulations at 36 CFR Part 800. 

We last provided comments on this project in a letter dated 2 March 2018 regarding the 192 properties 
that are located within the area of potential effects (APE) for the undertaking and within the area of the 
Dayton’s Bluff Heritage Preservation District (DBHPD) in the City of St. Paul. Two (2) of the properties 
identified in this earlier survey are already listed in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), the 
Schornstein Grocery and Saloon and the Euclid View Flats. Also, we provided concurrence with your 
agency’s determination that, although the DBHPD is not eligible for listing in the National Register of 
Historic Places (NRHP) as a historic district, there are seven (7) historic properties located within the 
district boundary that are potentially individually eligible for listing in the NRHP and therefore warrant 
additional survey and evaluation. These properties are: the Kaese House and McLean School, the Peter 
Bott House and Garage, the Charles W. Weber House, the Frederick Reinecker House #1, the Frederick 
Reinecker House #2, Tandy Row, and the Service Station located at 847 Hudson Road. We also agreed 
that the remaining 183 properties located within the project APE and within the boundaries of the 
DBHPD are not eligible for listing in the NRHP and no further survey work is warranted for these 
properties. 

We have completed a review of your submittal dated February 22, 2018 which included a cover letter 
with your agency’s NRHP eligibility determinations in regards to identification of architecture/history 
properties for areas outside the DBHPD and supporting documentation for these determinations in the 
form of the report entitled Revised Phase I and II Architecture/History Investigation for the Gateway 
Corridor, Ramsey and Washington Counties, Minnesota (Kimley Horn, March 2017, Errata February 
2018) and the associated inventory forms. Our comments are provided below. 

Thank you for providing a summary narrative update and corresponding graphics related to your 
agency’s currently defined Area of Potential Effects (APE) for the undertaking.  
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Of the 569 architecture/history properties surveyed within the area of potential effects (APE) for which 
documentation has been provided to our office in this submittal and for purposes of the Section 106 
review for the proposed undertaking outside the boundaries of the Dayton’s Bluff Heritage Preservation 
District (DBHPD), our comments are, as follows: 

o Seven (7) historic properties were identified which are already listed in the NRHP. These
include the Lowertown Historic District, the Giesen-Hauser House/Peter & Mary
Giesen House, the Saint Paul Union Depot, the Union Depot Historic District (Union
Depot Elevated Rail Yards), the Saint Paul Public Library/James J. Hill Reference
Library, the U.S. Post Office, Courthouse and Customs House, and Mickey’s Diner.

o Three (3) historic properties have been determined eligible for listing in the NRHP
through previous Section 106 review: the Urban Renewal Historic District, the Saint
Paul Athletic Club and First National Bank. It is important to note that our office does
not consider the Urban Renewal Historic District documentation included in our
inventory records as meeting current standards for identification and evaluation. Your
agency may wish to reconsider whether the level of documentation currently available
for this district will be sufficient for purposes of completing the Section 106 review for
this undertaking, especially as it pertains to assessment of potential effects to the
historic district.

o One (1) historic property was certified as eligible for listing in the NRHP in 1979 by the
Keeper of the National Register of Historic Places. This historic property is the Rice Park
Historic District. We agree that a re-evaluation of this historic property is warranted due
to the earlier evaluation not meeting current standards. We also understand by your
letter that this re-evaluation will be completed, if necessary, following additional
analysis of alternatives to design which would minimize potential effects to this historic
property.

o Two (2) historic properties were evaluated as part of the recent survey and determined
to be eligible for listing in the NRHP: the Saint Paul Hotel and Grace Lutheran Church.
We concur with your agency’s determination that these properties are eligible for listing
in the NRHP. The Saint Paul Hotel is eligible under NRHP Criterion A in the area of
Commerce with a Period of Significance of 1909-1966, and under Criterion C in the area
of Architecture. Grace Lutheran Church is eligible under NRHP Criterion C in the area of
Architecture with a Period of Significance of 1959-1961.

o The 3M Center was also identified as being potentially eligible for listing in the NRHP.
The Phase II evaluation for this property is under review by our office at the time of this
letter. We will provide our comments regarding this property under separate cover.

o Two (2) properties were evaluated and determined by your agency to be not eligible for
listing in the NRHP. These properties are Johnson Parkway and Sun Ray Shopping
Center. We concur with your agency’s determination that Sun Ray Shopping Center is
not eligible for listing in the NRHP, but we do not concur with your agency’s
determination that Johnson Parkway is not eligible for listing in the NRHP. Our office
believes that, although some segments of the parkway (on the north end, for example)
have been altered, the overall integrity of the entire parkway is still sufficiently high
enough that the property is considered eligible for listing in the NRHP under both
Criterion A in the areas of Entertainment/Recreation and Community Planning and
Development as well as Criterion C in the area of Design. We recommend continuing
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consultation with our office regarding this disagreement with the NRHP eligibility status 
for Johnson Parkway. 

o As documented in the survey report and inventory forms, the remaining 553 properties
which were surveyed were evaluated as being not eligible for listing in the NRHP and we
concur with your agency’s determination regarding these properties.

We look forward to continuing consultation with your agency as additional survey work is completed 
and as the project plans proceed. Please contact me at (651) 201-3290 or sarah.beimers@state.mn.us 
with any questions regarding our review. 

Sincerely, 

Sarah J. Beimers 
Environmental Review Program Manager 

cc via email only: 
Reggie Arkell, Federal Transit Administration 
Greg Mathis, MnDOT Cultural Resources Unit 
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U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Transit 
Administration 

July 2, 2018 

Mr. Ed Shukle 
City Administrator 
City of Landfall Village 
One 4th Avenue 
Landfall, MN 55128 

RE:  Gold Line Bus Rapid Transit Project (formerly Gateway Corridor), Washington and Ramsey 
Counties, Minnesota, SHPO #2014-0398: consulting party status for the Section 106 review 

Dear Mr. Shukle,  

In your email of December 27, 2017 to the Minnesota Department of Transportation’s Cultural Resources 
Unit (MnDOT CRU), you accepted consulting party status on behalf of the City of Landfall Village for the 
Gateway Corridor Project Section 106 process, now the Gold Line Bus Rapid Transit Project (Project). This 
letter serves as acknowledgement of your decision and the granting of consulting party status. 

We also want to notify you that subsequent to our May 12, 2015 invitation to participate in the Section 106 
process, the Locally Preferred Alternative was revised in December 2016 to follow a different alignment east 
of Interstate 494. The NEPA class of action was also changed from an EIS to an EA. 

It is our understanding that the project sponsor, the Metropolitan Council, will share with you copies of all 
Section 106 documents related to the Project. MnDOT CRU, on behalf of FTA, will also consult with you, as 
appropriate, to consider effects of the Project on historic properties in Landfall Village that are listed in or are 
eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places. For more information on the Section 106 
Process and the role of consulting parties, please see the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation’s 
publication Protecting Historic Properties: A Citizen’s Guide to Section 106 Review, available at 
http://www.achp.gov/docs/CitizenGuide.pdf.  

If you have any questions, please contact Susan Weber of my staff at (312) 353-3888 / 
susan.weber@dot.gov, or Greg Mathis with MnDOT CRU at (651) 366-4292 / greg.mathis@state.mn.us. 

Sincerely, 

Jay Ciavarella 
Director, Office of Planning and Program Development  

ecc: Susan Weber and Elizabeth Breiseth, Federal Transit Administration  
Brian Yagle and Brad Johnson, United States Army Corps of Engineers 
Sarah Beimers, Minnesota State Historic Preservation Office 
Greg Mathis, Minnesota Department of Transportation 
Chris Beckwith and Chelsa Johnson, Gold Line Project Office 

REGION V 
Illinois, Indiana, 
Michigan, Minnesota, 
Ohio, Wisconsin 

200 West Adams Street 
Suite 320 
Chicago, IL  60606-5253 
312-353-2789
312-886-0351 (fax)
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U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Transit 
Administration 

July 2, 2018 

Ms. Ginny Gaynor 
Natural Resources Coordinator/HPC Liaison 
City of Maplewood 
1902 County Road B East 
Maplewood, MN 55109 

RE:  Gold Line Bus Rapid Transit Project (formerly Gateway Corridor), Washington and Ramsey 
Counties, Minnesota, SHPO #2014-0398: consulting party status for the Section 106 review 

Dear Ms. Gaynor, 

In a letter to the Minnesota Department of Transportation’s Cultural Resources Unit (MnDOT CRU) dated 
May 26, 2015, Mr. Michael Thompson, formerly with the City, accepted consulting party status on behalf of 
the City of Maplewood for the Gateway Corridor Project Section 106 process, now the Gold Line Bus Rapid 
Transit Project (Project). In your email of June 20, 2018 to MnDOT CRU, you also requested consulting 
party status on behalf of the Maplewood Heritage Preservation Commission (HPC). This letter serves as 
acknowledgement of your decision and the granting of consulting party status to both the City and the HPC. 

We also want to notify you that subsequent to our May 12, 2015 invitation to participate in the Section 106 
process, the Locally Preferred Alternative was revised in December 2016 to follow a different alignment east 
of Interstate 494. The NEPA class of action was also changed from an EIS to an EA. 

It is our understanding that the project sponsor, the Metropolitan Council, will share with you copies of all 
Section 106 documents related to the Project. MnDOT CRU, on behalf of FTA, will also consult with you, as 
appropriate, to consider effects of the Project on historic properties in Maplewood that are listed in or are 
eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places. For more information on the Section 106 
Process and the role of consulting parties, please see the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation’s 
publication Protecting Historic Properties: A Citizen’s Guide to Section 106 Review, available at 
http://www.achp.gov/docs/CitizenGuide.pdf.  

If you have any questions, please contact Susan Weber of my staff at (312) 353-3888 / 
susan.weber@dot.gov, or Greg Mathis with MnDOT CRU at (651) 366-4292 / greg.mathis@state.mn.us. 

Sincerely, 

Jay Ciavarella 
Director, Office of Planning and Program Development  

ecc: Susan Weber and Elizabeth Breiseth, Federal Transit Administration  
Brian Yagle and Brad Johnson, United States Army Corps of Engineers 
Sarah Beimers, Minnesota State Historic Preservation Office 
Greg Mathis, Minnesota Department of Transportation 
Chris Beckwith and Chelsa Johnson, Gold Line Project Office 
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U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Transit 
Administration 

July 2, 2018 

Mr. Bob Streetar, DPA 
Community Development Director 
City of Oakdale 
1584 Hadley Avenue North 
Oakdale, MN 55128 

RE:  Gold Line Bus Rapid Transit Project (formerly Gateway Corridor), Washington and Ramsey 
Counties, Minnesota, SHPO #2014-0398: consulting party status for the Section 106 review 

Dear Mr. Streetar,  

In your email of June 12, 2015 to the Minnesota Department of Transportation’s Cultural Resources Unit 
(MnDOT CRU), you accepted consulting party status on behalf of the City of Oakdale for the Gateway 
Corridor Project Section 106 process, now the Gold Line Bus Rapid Transit Project (Project). This letter 
serves as acknowledgement of your decision and the granting of consulting party status. 

We also want to notify you that subsequent to our May 12, 2015 invitation to participate in the Section 106 
process, the Locally Preferred Alternative was revised in December 2016 to follow a different alignment east 
of Interstate 494. The NEPA class of action was also changed from an EIS to an EA.  

It is our understanding that the project sponsor, the Metropolitan Council, will share with you copies of all 
Section 106 documents related to the Project. MnDOT CRU, on behalf of FTA, will also consult with you, as 
appropriate, to consider effects of the Project on historic properties in Oakdale that are listed in or are eligible 
for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places. For more information on the Section 106 Process 
and the role of consulting parties, please see the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation’s publication 
Protecting Historic Properties: A Citizen’s Guide to Section 106 Review, available at 
http://www.achp.gov/docs/CitizenGuide.pdf.  

If you have any questions, please contact Susan Weber of my staff at (312) 353-3888 / 
susan.weber@dot.gov, or Greg Mathis with MnDOT CRU at (651) 366-4292 / greg.mathis@state.mn.us. 

Sincerely, 

Jay Ciavarella 
Director, Office of Planning and Program Development  

ecc: Susan Weber and Elizabeth Breiseth, Federal Transit Administration  
Brian Yagle and Brad Johnson, United States Army Corps of Engineers 
Sarah Beimers, Minnesota State Historic Preservation Office 
Greg Mathis, Minnesota Department of Transportation 
Chris Beckwith and Chelsa Johnson, Gold Line Project Office 
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U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Transit 
Administration 

July 2, 2018 

Ms. Christine Boulware 
Historic Preservation Specialist 
Department of Planning & Economic Development 
City of Saint Paul 
25 4th Street West, Suite 1400 
Saint Paul, MN 55102 

RE:  Gold Line Bus Rapid Transit Project (formerly Gateway Corridor), Washington and Ramsey 
Counties, Minnesota, SHPO #2014-0398: consulting party status for the Section 106 review 

Dear Ms. Boulware,  

In a letter to the Minnesota Department of Transportation’s Cultural Resources Unit (MnDOT CRU) dated 
February 12, 2015, Ms. Amy Spong, formerly with your office, accepted consulting party status on behalf of 
the City of Saint Paul and the Saint Paul Heritage Preservation Commission (HPC) for the Gateway Corridor 
Project Section 106 process, now the Gold Line Bus Rapid Transit Project (Project). This letter serves as 
acknowledgement of your decision and the granting of consulting party status. 

We also want to notify you that subsequent to our May 12, 2015 invitation to participate in the Section 106 
process, the Locally Preferred Alternative was revised in December 2016 to follow a different alignment east 
of Interstate 494. The NEPA class of action was also changed from an EIS to an EA. 

It is our understanding that the project sponsor, the Metropolitan Council, will share with you copies of all 
Section 106 documents related to the Project. MnDOT CRU, on behalf of FTA, will also consult with you, as 
appropriate, to consider effects of the Project on historic properties in Saint Paul that are listed in or are 
eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places. For more information on the Section 106 
Process and the role of consulting parties, please see the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation’s 
publication Protecting Historic Properties: A Citizen’s Guide to Section 106 Review, available at 
http://www.achp.gov/docs/CitizenGuide.pdf.  

If you have any questions, please contact Susan Weber of my staff at (312) 353-3888 / 
susan.weber@dot.gov, or Greg Mathis with MnDOT CRU at (651) 366-4292 / greg.mathis@state.mn.us. 

Sincerely, 

Jay Ciavarella 
Director, Office of Planning and Program Development  

ecc: Susan Weber and Elizabeth Breiseth, Federal Transit Administration  
Brian Yagle and Brad Johnson, United States Army Corps of Engineers 
Sarah Beimers, Minnesota State Historic Preservation Office 
Greg Mathis, Minnesota Department of Transportation 
Chris Beckwith and Chelsa Johnson, Gold Line Project Office 
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U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Transit 
Administration 

July 2, 2018 

Ms. Janelle Schmitz 
Assistant Community Development Director 
City of Woodbury 
8301 Valley Creek Road 
Woodbury, MN 55125 

RE:  Gold Line Bus Rapid Transit Project (formerly Gateway Corridor), Washington and Ramsey Counties, 
Minnesota, SHPO #2014-0398: consulting party status for the Section 106 review 

Dear Ms. Schmitz,  

In your email of December 27, 2017 to the Minnesota Department of Transportation’s Cultural Resources 
Unit (MnDOT CRU), you accepted consulting party status on behalf of the City of Woodbury for the 
Gateway Corridor Project Section 106 process, now the Gold Line Bus Rapid Transit Project (Project). This 
letter serves as acknowledgement of your decision and the granting of consulting party status. 

We also want to notify you that subsequent to our May 12, 2015 invitation to participate in the Section 106 
process, the Locally Preferred Alternative was revised in December 2016 to follow a different alignment east 
of Interstate 494. The NEPA class of action was also changed from an EIS to an EA. 

It is our understanding that the project sponsor, the Metropolitan Council, will share with you copies of all 
Section 106 documents related to the Project. MnDOT CRU, on behalf of FTA, will also consult with you, as 
appropriate, to consider effects of the Project on historic properties in Woodbury that are listed in or are 
eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places. For more information on the Section 106 
Process and the role of consulting parties, please see the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation’s 
publication Protecting Historic Properties: A Citizen’s Guide to Section 106 Review, available at 
http://www.achp.gov/docs/CitizenGuide.pdf.  

If you have any questions, please contact Susan Weber of my staff at (312) 353-3888 / 
susan.weber@dot.gov, or Greg Mathis with MnDOT CRU at (651) 366-4292 / greg.mathis@state.mn.us. 

Sincerely, 

Jay Ciavarella 
Director, Office of Planning and Program Development  

ecc: Susan Weber and Elizabeth Breiseth, Federal Transit Administration  
Brian Yagle and Brad Johnson, United States Army Corps of Engineers 
Sarah Beimers, Minnesota State Historic Preservation Office 
Greg Mathis, Minnesota Department of Transportation 
Chris Beckwith and Chelsa Johnson, Gold Line Project Office 
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U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Transit 
Administration 

July 2, 2018 

Mr. Andy Gitzlaff 
Senior Transportation Planner 
Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority 
Union Depot 
214 4th Street East 
Saint Paul, MN 55101 

RE:  Gold Line Bus Rapid Transit Project (formerly Gateway Corridor), Washington and Ramsey 
Counties, Minnesota, SHPO #2014-0398: consulting party status for the Section 106 review 

Dear Mr. Gitzlaff,  

In your email of January 18, 2018 to the Minnesota Department of Transportation’s Cultural Resources Unit 
(MnDOT CRU), you accepted consulting party status on behalf of Ramsey County for the Gateway Corridor 
Project Section 106 process, now the Gold Line Bus Rapid Transit Project (Project). This letter serves as 
acknowledgement of your decision and the granting of consulting party status. 

We also want to notify you that subsequent to our May 12, 2015 invitation to participate in the Section 106 
process, the Locally Preferred Alternative was revised in December 2016 to follow a different alignment east 
of Interstate 494. The NEPA class of action was also changed from an EIS to an EA.  

It is our understanding that the project sponsor, the Metropolitan Council, will share with you copies of all 
Section 106 documents related to the Project. MnDOT CRU, on behalf of FTA, will also consult with you, as 
appropriate, to consider effects of the Project on historic properties in Ramsey County that are listed in or are 
eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places. For more information on the Section 106 
Process and the role of consulting parties, please see the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation’s 
publication Protecting Historic Properties: A Citizen’s Guide to Section 106 Review, available at 
http://www.achp.gov/docs/CitizenGuide.pdf.  

If you have any questions, please contact Susan Weber of my staff at (312) 353-3888 / 
susan.weber@dot.gov, or Greg Mathis with MnDOT CRU at (651) 366-4292 / greg.mathis@state.mn.us. 

Sincerely, 

Jay Ciavarella 
Director, Office of Planning and Program Development  

ecc: Susan Weber and Elizabeth Breiseth, Federal Transit Administration  
Brian Yagle and Brad Johnson, United States Army Corps of Engineers 
Sarah Beimers, Minnesota State Historic Preservation Office 
Greg Mathis, Minnesota Department of Transportation 
Chris Beckwith and Chelsa Johnson, Gold Line Project Office 

REGION V 
Illinois, Indiana, 
Michigan, Minnesota, 
Ohio, Wisconsin 

200 West Adams Street 
Suite 320 
Chicago, IL  60606-5253 
312-353-2789
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U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Transit 
Administration 

July 2, 2018 

Ms. Jan Lucke 
Transportation Planning Manager 
Public Works Department 
Washington County 
11660 Myeron Road North 
Stillwater, MN 55082 

RE:  Gold Line Bus Rapid Transit Project (formerly Gateway Corridor), Washington and Ramsey 
Counties, Minnesota, SHPO #2014-0398: consulting party status for the Section 106 review 

Dear Ms. Lucke,  

In your email of January 10, 2018 to the Minnesota Department of Transportation’s Cultural Resources Unit 
(MnDOT CRU), you accepted consulting party status on behalf of Washington County for the Gateway 
Corridor Project Section 106 process, now the Gold Line Bus Rapid Transit Project (Project). This letter 
serves as acknowledgement of your decision and the granting of consulting party status. 

We also want to notify you that subsequent to our May 12, 2015 invitation to participate in the Section 106 
process, the Locally Preferred Alternative was revised in December 2016 to follow a different alignment east 
of Interstate 494. The NEPA class of action was also changed from an EIS to an EA. 

It is our understanding that the project sponsor, the Metropolitan Council, will share with you copies of all 
Section 106 documents related to the Project. MnDOT CRU, on behalf of FTA, will also consult with you, as 
appropriate, to consider effects of the Project on historic properties in Washington County that are listed in or 
are eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places. For more information on the Section 106 
Process and the role of consulting parties, please see the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation’s 
publication Protecting Historic Properties: A Citizen’s Guide to Section 106 Review, available at 
http://www.achp.gov/docs/CitizenGuide.pdf.  

If you have any questions, please contact Susan Weber of my staff at (312) 353-3888 / 
susan.weber@dot.gov, or Greg Mathis with MnDOT CRU at (651) 366-4292 / greg.mathis@state.mn.us. 

Sincerely, 

Jay Ciavarella 
Director, Office of Planning and Program Development  

ecc: Susan Weber and Elizabeth Breiseth, Federal Transit Administration  
Brian Yagle and Brad Johnson, United States Army Corps of Engineers 
Sarah Beimers, Minnesota State Historic Preservation Office 
Greg Mathis, Minnesota Department of Transportation 
Chris Beckwith and Chelsa Johnson, Gold Line Project Office 
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From: Samantha Odegard [mailto:samanthao@uppersiouxcommunity-nsn.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, July 03, 2018 9:48 AM
To: Weber, Susan (FTA) <susan.weber@dot.gov>
Subject: Consulting Party Meeting Gold Line Bus Rapid Transit Project

Good Morning Ms. Weber,

We received the consulting party invitation back in May and I’d just like to follow up to see if other 
Tribes had responded and if the first consultation meeting was help in June.

Thank you,

Samantha Odegard
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer
Upper Sioux Community
PO Box 147 Granite Falls, MN 56241
samanthao@uppersiouxcommunity-nsn.gov
Office Phone: 320-564-6334
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From: Weber, Susan (FTA) <susan.weber@dot.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, July 3, 2018 9:51 AM
To: Samantha Odegard
Cc: Breiseth, Elizabeth (FTA); Greg Mathis
Subject: RE: Consulting Party Meeting Gold Line Bus Rapid Transit Project

Good Morning Ms. Odegard, 
 
I do not have any record of other Tribes responding. I am copying the environmentalists both from FTA and MnDOT 
Cultural Resources Unit – Greg. 
 
Please let us know if you are interested in serving as a consulting party for the Gold Line project. 
 
I will be out of the office through 7/9, the date of the consulting party meeting so kindly reply to all. 
 
Susan M. Weber 
US Department of Transportation  
Federal Transit Administration, Region V 
200 W. Adams Street, Suite 320 | Chicago, IL 60606  
susan.weber@dot.gov 
P: 312.353.3888   

   
 
 

From: Samantha Odegard [mailto:samanthao@uppersiouxcommunity‐nsn.gov]  
Sent: Tuesday, July 03, 2018 9:48 AM 
To: Weber, Susan (FTA) <susan.weber@dot.gov> 
Subject: Consulting Party Meeting Gold Line Bus Rapid Transit Project 
 
Good Morning Ms. Weber, 
 
We received the consulting party invitation back in May and I’d just like to follow up to see if other Tribes had 
responded and if the first consultation meeting was help in June. 
 
Thank you,  
 

Samantha Odegard 
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer  
Upper Sioux Community 
PO Box 147 Granite Falls, MN 56241 
samanthao@uppersiouxcommunity‐nsn.gov 
Office Phone: 320‐564‐6334 
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From: Breiseth, Elizabeth (FTA)
To: Weber, Susan (FTA); Samantha Odegard
Cc: Mathis, Gregory (DOT)
Subject: RE: Consulting Party Meeting Gold Line Bus Rapid Transit Project
Date: Thursday, July 05, 2018 2:30:57 PM
Attachments: image001.png

image002.png

Ms. Odegard,
 
I wanted to reach out to you as a follow up to the email below from my colleague Susan Weber.
 
If you are interested in serving as a consulting party to the Gold Line Bus Rapid Transit Project, the

first consulting party meeting has been scheduled for this coming Monday, July 9th from 1:30 to
3:30. The meeting will be held at the Gold Line Project office in St. Paul, and a call-in option has been
made available.
 
If you are interested in participating, I will forward you meeting details.
 
Thanks so much, Elizabeth
 
 
Elizabeth Breiseth
Environmental Protection Specialist
U.S. Department of Transportation
Federal Transit Administration Region  V
200 West Adams Street, Suite 320
Chicago, IL 60606
Email:  elizabeth.breiseth@dot.gov
Direct: (312) 353-4315
 
 
 

From: Weber, Susan (FTA) 
Sent: Tuesday, July 03, 2018 9:51 AM
To: Samantha Odegard <samanthao@uppersiouxcommunity-nsn.gov>
Cc: Breiseth, Elizabeth (FTA) <elizabeth.breiseth@dot.gov>; Mathis, Gregory (DOT)
<greg.mathis@state.mn.us>
Subject: RE: Consulting Party Meeting Gold Line Bus Rapid Transit Project
 
Good Morning Ms. Odegard,
 
I do not have any record of other Tribes responding. I am copying the environmentalists both from
FTA and MnDOT Cultural Resources Unit – Greg.
 
Please let us know if you are interested in serving as a consulting party for the Gold Line project.
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U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Transit 
Administration 

August 7, 2018 

Sarah Beimers 
Minnesota State Historic Preservation Office 
Administration Building #203 
50 Sherburne Ave. 
St. Paul, MN 55155-1402 

RE: Gold Line (formerly Gateway Corridor) Bus Rapid Transit Project, Washington and Ramsey 
Counties, Minnesota; Phase II Architecture/History Evaluations, SHPO #2014-0398 

Dear Ms. Beimers, 

The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) is writing to continue consultation for the Gold Line (formerly 
Gateway Corridor) Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Project (Project). As part of FTA’s continuing efforts to 
identify historic properties that may be affected by the Project, please find attached for your review the 
results of four (4) Phase II evaluations completed for architecture/history properties located within the 
locally designated (City of St. Paul) Dayton’s Bluff Heritage Preservation District (DBHPD). 

In our January 30, 2018 letter, we notified your office of our determination that the DBHPD was not 
eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) as a historic district. We also 
stated that there were seven (7) potentially individually eligible properties that sit within both the DBHPD 
and the Project’s Architecture/History Area of Potential Effect (APE). We noted that several were in areas 
that could potentially be less impacted or be removed from the APE due to possible design refinements 
being considered by the Project. Thus, we stated FTA would decide which properties required additional 
evaluation to determine their NRHP eligibility once we knew if the design refinements were feasible. 

The “level of effort” provisions of 36 CFR § 800.4(b)(1) require agencies to take into account “the nature 
and extent of potential effects on historic properties, and the likely nature and location of historic 
properties within the area of potential effects.” In accordance with these provisions and based on 
additional information provided by the Project, MnDOT CRU and FTA determined that Phase II 
evaluations were not needed for three (3) of the seven (7) properties because they are all potentially 
eligible under NRHP Criterion C in the area of Architecture and potential effects, if any, are expected to 
be limited to indirect visual effects. These properties are: 

 Peter Bott House and Garage (RA-SPC-2040), 326 Maria Avenue;
 Frederick Reinecker House #1 (RA-SPC-5208 and 2491), 702 East 3rd Street; and
 Frederick Reinecker House #2 (RA-SPC-5207 and 2490), 700 East 3rd Street.

MnDOT found and FTA determined that Phase II evaluations of these properties were unnecessary as it 
would not provide any important information that would be needed for assessing effects. However, for the 
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Gold Line (formerly Gateway Corridor) Bus Rapid Transit Project, SHPO #2014-0398; 
Phase II Architecture/History Evaluations of Four Properties in the Dayton’s Bluff Heritage Preservation District 
August 7, 2018 
Page 2 of 3 

purpose of this consultation, FTA will treat these three (3) properties as though they are eligible for 
inclusion in the NRHP under Criterion C in the area Architecture and will assess potential effects of the 
Project on them in accordance with 36 CFR § 800.5. 

In accordance with the “level of effort” provisions, MnDOT CRU and FTA also determined that the 
remaining four (4) properties required a Phase II evaluation to determine their eligibility for the NRHP. 
Based on the attached Phase II inventory forms, MnDOT CRU found, and has FTA determined the 
following: 

 Texas Company Service Station (previously referred to as Service Station) (RA-SPC-2284),
847 Hudson Road, St. Paul, Minnesota
The Texas Company Service Station is eligible for inclusion in the NRHP under Criterion A in
the areas of Transportation and Commerce as a distinctive example of a 1929 service station on a
busy national highway route. The property is also eligible under Criterion C in the area of
Architecture as a distinctive commercial example of the Pueblo Revival style. This building
appears to be the only Pueblo Revival style service station in Minnesota, and it is an important
example of the Texaco Company’s development of this Southwestern architectural form. The
design was both domestic, evoking a small adobe house of the American Southwest, and
programmatic, representing an unusual, eye-catching building along a busy interstate route. The
period of significance is 1929–1949, which corresponds with the construction of the service
station in 1929, through 1949, when divided U.S. Highway 12 was completed and access to the
station from the highway was modified.

 Bell-Weber House (previously referred to as the Charles W. Weber House) (RA-SPC-2481
and 5204), 661 East 3rd Street, St. Paul, Minnesota
The Bell-Weber House is eligible for inclusion in the NRHP at the local level under Criterion C
in the area of Architecture as a distinctive middle-class example of an Italianate Style house in
Saint Paul, which is embodied in its compact rectangular plan, hipped roof, full-length porch with
decorative trim, chamfered columns, and embellished double-leaf entry. The Bell-Weber House is
an outstanding example of middle-class housing in Dayton’s Bluff. In addition to its intact design,
the house retains a high degree of integrity of its historic materials. The period of significance is
ca. 1880–1891, which corresponds with the construction of the original building and the
completion of the rear addition.

 Tandy Row (RA-SPC-2619 and 5232), 668–674 East 4th Street, St. Paul, Minnesota
Tandy Row is eligible for inclusion in the NRHP under Criterion C in the area of Architecture
within the “Dayton's Bluff Development: 1857–1891” historic context as an excellent example of
a late 1880s Queen Anne style rowhouse. It is also eligible under Criterion C in the area of
Architecture as a work of noted architect John H. Coxhead. The rowhouse is an excellent
example of his distinctive Queen Anne designs, applied here to his only apartment commission in
Saint Paul. The period of significance is 1889, the year the building was constructed.

 Kaese House and Warren E. Burger Home (previously referred to as the S. Kaese House
and McLean School) (RA-SPC-2439), 695 Conway Street, St. Paul, Minnesota
This property is not eligible for the NRHP due to a lack of significance.

In closing, we request concurrence with our National Register eligibility determinations within thirty 
(30) calendars days of this letter, which is September 7, 2018. We also look forward to continuing to
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Gold Line (formerly Gateway Corridor) Bus Rapid Transit Project, SHPO #2014-0398; 
Phase II Architecture/History Evaluations of Four Properties in the Dayton’s Bluff Heritage Preservation District 
August 7, 2018 
Page 3 of 3 

consult with your office as we complete additional survey work within the Project’s APE to identify 
historic properties for the NRHP that could be potentially affected by the Project. 

Sincerely, 

Jay M. Ciavarella 
Director, Office of Planning and Program Development 

Enclosures: Phase II Minnesota Individual Inventory Forms (4 total) 
 Texas Company Service Station (RA-SPC-2284), August 2018
 Bell-Weber House (RA-SPC-2481 and 5204), July 2018
 Tandy Row (RA-SPC-2619 and 5232), July 2018
 Kaese House and Warren E. Burger Home (RA-SPC-2439), July 2018

cc (via email): Susan Weber, Federal Transit Administration  
Elizabeth Breiseth, Federal Transit Administration 
Tony Greep, Federal Transit Administration 
Andy Beaudet, United States Army Corps of Engineers 
Brad Johnson, United States Army Corps of Engineers 
Samantha Odegard, Upper Sioux Community 
Greg Mathis, Minnesota Department of Transportation 
Chris Beckwith, Gold Line Project Office 
Lyssa Leitner, Gold Line Project Office 
Jan Lucke, Washington County 
Andy Gitzlaff, Ramsey County 
Ed Shukle, City of Landfall Village 
Virginia Gaynor, City of Maplewood 
Steve Love, City of Maplewood 
Bob Streetar, City of Oakdale 
Christine Boulware, City of Saint Paul 
Bill Dermody, City of Saint Paul 
Janelle Schmitz, City of Woodbury 
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U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Transit 
Administration 

November 13, 2018 

Sarah Beimers 
Minnesota State Historic Preservation Office 
Administration Building #203 
50 Sherburne Ave. 
St. Paul, MN 55155-1402 

RE: Gold Line (formerly Gateway Corridor) Bus Rapid Transit Project, Washington and Ramsey 
Counties, Minnesota; Adjustments to the Area of Potential Effect, SHPO #2014-0398 

Dear Ms. Beimers, 

The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) is writing to continue consultation for the Gold Line (formerly 
Gateway Corridor) Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Project (Project). This submittal includes materials related to 
revisions to the Project’s Area of Potential Effect (APE). 

On December 21, 2015, the Minnesota Department of Transportation (MnDOT) Cultural Resources Unit 
(CRU), under delegation of authority from FTA, defined an APE for the Project and your office concurred 
on January 22, 2016. Two APEs were defined, one for archaeological resources, and one for 
architecture/history properties.The APEs were described and mapped in Gateway Corridor, Gold Line BRT: 
Archaeological and Architecture/History Area of Potential Effect submittal. At the time, the Project was 
still in conceptual design (approximately 1 percent [%] design) (1% Plans). Several alignment alternatives 
were still under consideration for the eastern portion of the Project and many details were unknown. 
Recognizing that the full nature and scale of the Project would not become fully known until engineering 
and design work advanced, general APE limits were established for architecture/history properties and 
archaeological resources, with the parameters noting that the APEs for both property types would be 
reevaluateed and refined as design work advanced. 

As we noted in our February 22, 2018 letter, the Locally Preferrred Alternaitve (LPA) was revised on 
December 8, 2016 to follow a new alignment east of I-694/494. Instead of paralleling I-94 all the way to 
Manning Avenue, the revised LPA turns south at Helmo Avenue, crosses over I-94, and then extends south 
along Bielenberg Drive to the Tamarac Village Shopping Center in Woodbury, resulting in an approximately 
9-mile-long BRT line. Since that time there have been several additional scope changes and design
refinements that will be evaluated in the Project’s Environmental Assessment being prepared pursuant to
to the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) (42 U.S.C. §§4321-4370h, as
amended 42 U.S.C. 4371et seq).

Design work for the revised LPA, incuding subsequent scope changes and design refinements, has now 
advanced to approximately 10% design, resulting in additional detail not availaible in 2015. Therefore, per 
the directive in the 2015 APE parameters, FTA, with assistance from MnDOT CRU, has reevaluated and 
revised the archaeological and architecture/history APEs based on the 10% design. The attached map sets 
depict the revised archaeological and architecture/history APEs, superceeding the set of maps included in 
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Gold Line (formerly Gateway Corridor) Bus Rapid Transit Project, SHPO #2014-0398; 
Adjustments to the Area of Potential Effect 
November 13, 2018 
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the APE rationale provided to your office on December 21, 2015.  For your reference, the maps also show 
areas within the revised APEs that have been prevouisly surveyed for the Project.  

Archaeological APE (Attachment A) 

The APE parameters defined in 2015 state that the archaeological APE will include the entirety of any areas 
of ground disturbing activity, including temporary easements, staging and storage areas, and borrow areas 
as defined by the Project, as well as the portions of properties proposed for acquision for the Project. Given 
the limited level of detail included in the 1% Plans, the archaeological APE, as mapped in 2015, was largely 
based on varying sized buffers around different Project elements, including the guideway centerline, 
station/stop centerpoints, park-and-ride facility footprints, and existing right-of-way (ROW) limits. The 
exception was properties identified for potential full acquisution where property lines were used. Although 
the current plans for the Project include considerably more detail than the 1% Plans, the rationale used to 
define the archaeological APE in 2015 largely remains valid. Therefore, based on a review of the 
approximately 10% design for the Project as of September 18, 2018, and with the understading that there 
are still many unknown details that could necessitate refinements of the LOD, we have revised the 
archaeological APE for the Project to include: 

 All areas within 25' of the perimeter of the limits of disturbance (LOD) for the Project as defined
on September 18, 2018. While the LOD is the anticipated actual limits of ground disturbing activity,
the inclusion of a 25' buffer around it allows for some flexibility for minor adjustments to the LOD
as design work advances without having to revise the APE.

 To provide additional flexibility as Project design advances, in a few areas the buffer extends out
slightly further (more than 25’ beyond the LOD) to include the entirety of a parcel or right-of-way
(ROW) and/or a 25’ buffer around a ROW rather than the LOD.

 The revised archaeological APE does not include the following:
o The segment of the alignment that extends through the existing Smith Avenue Transit

Center. The transit center is an existing structure where buses may lay over between runs.
No improvements are currently proposed for this facility. If any are identified later in the
design process, they would be within the existing transit center structure. Therefore, there
is no potential for ground disturbing activity along this segment of the alignment, so this
segment of the alignment is not included in the revised archaeological APE.

o The segment of the Union Depot bus loop alignment and corresponding bus stop
improvements proposed to be located on the deck for the former elevated rail yard are not
included in the archaeological APE, because all Project related infrastructure
improvements would be limited to the deck surface for the elevated railyard structure.
Since there is no potential to cause any ground disturbance in this area, it is not included
in the revised archaeological APE.

Architecture/History APE (Attachments B) 

As defined in 2015, the architecture/history APE was based on a combination of adjacency to, views and 
walk sheds from, and sepcific distances around major Project elements such as the guideway, stations, 
bridges, and park-and-ride facilitys. The APE did not address other major and minor Project elements such 
as stormwater management facilities, or road and trail improvements needed to connect to other 
transportation systems. They also did not account for the the fact that some types of Project elements may  
have varying potential to effect historic properties. Therefore, FTA, with assistance from MnDOT CRU, 
has refined the architecture/history APE for the Project (Attachment B). The revised architecture/history 
APE is based on the Project’s approximately 10% design and informed by FTA’s Transit Noise and 

C-208



Gold Line (formerly Gateway Corridor) Bus Rapid Transit Project, SHPO #2014-0398; 
Adjustments to the Area of Potential Effect 
November 13, 2018 
Page 3 of 3 

Vibration Impact Assessment Manual (FTA, September 2018). The revisions are also informed by the 
supplemental architecture/history APE parameters prepared for the Southwest Light Rail Transit (LRT) 
project in 2014 and the METRO Blue Line Extension LRT project in September 2017, which provide 
guidance for considering the effects of infrastructure on historic properties that tends to be consistent across 
FTA projects such as related road and trail improvements, stormwater management facilities, etc. Looking 
ahead, FTA, with assistance from MnDOT CRU, will review Project design at major points in the design 
process and, if needed, revise the architecture/history APE to ensure potential effects of the project on 
historic properties are considered.  

We request your concurrence with the revised archaeology and architecture/history APEs for the Project 
within 30 days of this letter. If you have any questions, please contact Tony Greep at (312) 353-1646 or 
Anthony.greep@dot.gov. Thank you. 

Sincerely,  

Jay M. Ciavarella 
Director, Office of Planning and Program Development 

Enclosures: Attachment A: Gold Line BRT: Archaeological APE, as revised on 11/1/2018 
Attachment B: Gold Line BRT: Architecture/History APE, as revised on 11/1/2018 

cc (via email): Tony Greep, Federal Transit Administration  
Elizabeth Breiseth, Federal Transit Administration 
Andy Beaudet, United States Army Corps of Engineers 
Brad Johnson, United States Army Corps of Engineers 
Samantha Odegard, Upper Sioux Community 
Greg Mathis, Minnesota Department of Transportation 
Lyssa Leitner, Gold Line Project Office 
Chelsa Johnson, Gold Line Project Office 
Jan Lucke, Washington County 
Andy Gitzlaff, Ramsey County 
Ed Shukle, City of Landfall Village 
Ginny Gaynor, City of Maplewood 
Steve Love, City of Maplewood 
Bob Streetar, City of Oakdale 
Christine Boulware, City of Saint Paul 
Bill Dermody, City of Saint Paul 
Janelle Schmitz, City of Woodbury 
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Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
Electronic Section 106 Documentation Submittal System (e106) Form 

MS Word format

Send to: e106@achp.gov 

I. Basic information

1. Name of federal agency (If multiple agencies, state them all and indicate whether one is the lead
agency):

• Federal Transit Administration (FTA)

• United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE)

NOTES: 

• The USACE recognized FTA as the lead Federal agency responsible for fulfilling their
collective responsibilities under Section 106 (correspondence attached).

• FTA designated the Minnesota Department of Transportation (MnDOT) Cultural Resources
Unit (CRU) to carry out many aspects of the Section 106 review process for the project
(correspondence attached). Under this designation, this consultation documentation has been
prepared by MnDOT CRU

2. Name of undertaking/project (Include project/permit/application number if applicable):

Gold Line Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Project

3. Location of undertaking (Indicate city(s), county(s), state(s), land ownership, and whether it would
occur on or affect historic properties located on tribal lands):

The Gold Line BRT Project is an approximately 9- to 10-mile long transitway located in Ramsey and 
Washington counties, in the eastern part of the Twin Cities Metropolitan Area. The corridor extends 
easterly, roughly parallels Interstate 94 (I-94), from Downtown Saint Paul to just east of I-694/494 
where it will turn and extend in a southerly direction, roughly paralleling I-494, to the Woodbury 
Theater Park-and-Ride facility. The line would better connect downtown St. Paul with its east-side 
neighborhoods and the suburban cities of Maplewood, Landfall, Oakdale, and Woodbury. 

Land ownership in the corridor is a mix of public and private; no tribal lands are affected. 
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4. Name and title of federal agency official and contact person for this undertaking, including email
address and phone number:

Tony Greep
U.S. Department of Transportation
Federal Transit Administration, Region V
200 W. Adams Street, Suite 320
Chicago, IL 60606
(312) 353-1646
anthony.greep@dot.gov

5. Purpose of notification. Indicate whether this documentation is to:

• propose to develop a project Programmatic Agreement (project PA) for complex or multiple
undertakings in accordance with 36 CFR § 800.14(b)(3).

II. Information on the Undertaking*

6. Describe the undertaking and nature of federal involvement (if multiple federal agencies are
involved, specify involvement of each):

FTA may provide federal funding to the Metropolitan Council (Met Council) for the Project and has 
determined that the Project is an undertaking pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.  

The Gold Line BRT Project is a planned 9- to 10-mile long transitway located in Ramsey and 
Washington counties in the eastern part of the Twin Cities Metropolitan Area. The corridor is roughly 
parallel to Interstate 94 (I-94) and I-494, and is comprise of four segment alignments: A1, B, C, and 
D3. Alignment A1 is located in downtown Saint Paul and would operate in mixed traffic or existing 
bus only lanes, and no roadway improvements are proposed as part of this project. The route enters and 
leaves the Union Depot at the intersection of Kellogg Boulevard and Broadway Street, after traveling 
through downtown St. Paul via the existing Smith Avenue Transit Center. Alignment B would begin at 
the intersection of Kellogg Boulevard and Mounds Boulevard and extend to White Bear Avenue. This 
segment operates in dedicated guideway roughly parallel to I-94. Construction of a new bridge over 
Johnson Parkway and a BRT-exclusive bridge over the Wilson Avenue/Etna Street/TH 61 intersection 
would occur. Alignment C would begin at White Bear Avenue and end on the west side of the existing 
4th Street Bridge over I-694, operating in dedicated guideway. BRT exclusive underpasses would be 
constructed under White Bear Avenue and Ruth Street and BRT-exclusive bridges over McKnight 
Road and Century Avenue will be constructed. At Tanners Lake, the BRT would operate in mixed-
traffic until just east of Greenway Avenue and then return to dedicated guideway split along Hudson 
Boulevard. The split guideway would turn north and follow Hadley Avenue to 4th Street where BRT 
service would transition to operate in mixed traffic. Alignment D3 would begin where 4th Street crosses 
over I-694 and extend to the existing Woodbury Theatre Park-and-Ride, utilizing a new bridge to be 
constructed over I-94. This segment operates in a combination of mixed-traffic and multiple dedicated 
guideway configurations before returning to mixed traffic as it approaches the Woodbury Theater 
terminus. In addition to new guideway and bridges as noted above, the Project requires construction 
stations at 15 locations and three park-and-rides.  

The Project sponsor, the Metropolitan Council (Council), is seeking federal funding under the Capital 
Investment Grant program from the FTA to construct the undertaking. 

The Council is also seeking a permit from the USACE pursuant to 33 U.S.C. Section 11 and Section 
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404 of the Clean Water Act (Section 404), 33 U.S.C. Section 1251-1376, as amended, to construct the 
undertaking. 

Additional information can be found on the Project website: https://www.metrotransit.org/gold-line-
project 

7. Describe the Area of Potential Effects:

The Area of Potential Effect (APE) was developed in consultation with the Minnesota State Historic
Preservation Office (MnSHPO). Comments on the APE have also been solicited from consulting parties
as part of the Section 106 process. MnSHPO concurred with the APE on January 22, 2016. Revisions
to the APE resulting from advanced design were submitted to MnSHPO for review on November 13,
2018.

For this Project, two APEs were identified to account for potential effects to historic properties, one for
architecture/history resources and one for archaeological resources. The APE for archaeological
resources includes the Project footprint, as defined on September 18, 2018, which includes any areas
that might be subject to ground-disturbing activities (e.g., construction areas, storm water management,
etc.) or acquisition. It also includes a slight buffer around the current limits of disturbance to allow for
minor adjustments in the limits of disturbance as project design advances. The architecture/history APE
includes any architecture/history parcels that may be directly affected, or indirectly visually or by noise
and vibration from the operation the Project, and by temporary effects such as construction noise,
staging areas, etc. Maps of the architecture/history APE and archaeological APE, as revised on
November 13, 2018, are attached.

8. Describe steps taken to identify historic properties:

During the development of the APE in 2015, MnDOT CRU, on behalf of FTA, consulted with
MnSHPO to define a research methodology for identifying archaeological and architecture/history 
properties within the Project’s archaeological and architecture/history APEs. MnSHPO provided 
comments on the research design that were incorporated into the final revised research design. A copy 
of the final revised research design is attached. As of the time of this submittal, one (1) archaeological 
investigation and several architecture/history surveys have been undertaken to identify historic 
properties that could be potentially affected within the Project’s architecture/history and archaeological 
APEs and evaluate their eligibility for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP).  

Archaeology 
Consultants conducted background research to identify surveys previously conducted within the 
vicinity of the Project and previously recorded sites within one mile (1.6 kilometers [km]) of the Project 
alignment. Consultants identified and assessed historical maps, aerial photographs and other 
documents, including the results of a Mn/MODEL analysis conducted by MnDOT CRU in January 
2017 of the survey area. Although no field survey was conducted, the assessment did not identify any 
previously identified archaeological sites within the area assessed, nor did it identify any areas of high 
archaeological potential for either pre-contact or post contact significant and intact archaeological 
resources to exist. Thus, there are no known National Register eligible archaeological resources and 
there is low potential for the existence of any significant unknown archaeological resources.  

The archaeological APE has been revised based on advanced design and is under review at MnSHPO. 
After MnSHPO concurs with the APE revisions, additional archaeological investigations will be 
conducted of areas added to the archaeology APE. 
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The report is available from the project office SharePoint:  
https://metcmn.sharepoint.com/sites/GOLD/FTA_ENVIRONMENTAL_COORDINATION/Forms/A
llItems.aspx?e=2%3Ab8f6e0badbe04f6c925a21f28bc41a71 

Architecture/History  
Phase II Architecture/History Evaluation of the Dayton’s Bluff Heritage Preservation District 
(2017) 
This Phase II survey evaluated the locally designated (City of Saint Paul) Dayton’s Bluff Heritage 
Preservation District (DBHPD). Although only a portion of the local heritage preservation district is 
within Project’s architecture/history APE, in order to determine if the DBHPD, or any portion(s) of it 
within the Project’s APE (190 properties), are eligible for inclusion in the NRHP, all 534 properties in 
the local heritage preservation district were documented. Based on the results of the evaluation, the 
DBHPD was found to possess significance under NRHP Criterion A in the areas of Community 
Planning and Development and Social History and under Criterion C in the area of Architecture, but 
lacked sufficient historic integrity to meet NRHP requirements for eligibility. The report also completed 
a Phase I evaluation of the 190 properties in the district that were within the Project’s 
architecture/history APE to determine their potential eligibility for the NRHP. Two are listed in the 
NRHP: Schornstein Grocery and Saloon, and the Euclid View Flats (both now fall outside the revised 
APE limits). Seven other properties were identified as potentially eligible for the NRHP (for the 
purposes of the undertaking, FTA is treating for of these properties as though they are eligible for the 
NRHP). The remaining 181 properties were found to be not eligible for the NRHP due to a lack of 
significance and/or a loss of integrity.  

The report is available from the project office SharePoint:  
https://metcmn.sharepoint.com/sites/GOLD/FTA_ENVIRONMENTAL_COORDINATION/Forms/A
llItems.aspx?e=2%3Ab8f6e0badbe04f6c925a21f28bc41a71 

Phase I and II Architecture/History Survey of Areas Outside the Dayton’s Bluff Heritage 
Preservation District (2017) 
This Phase I /II survey studied most of the areas within the Project’s architecture/history APE outside 
of the DBHPD. A total of 569 properties were identified in the Project’s architecture/history APE, but 
outside the boundaries of the DBHPD. The report identified the following NRHP listed properties: 
Giesen-Hauser House/Peter & Mary Giesen House; Lowertown Historic District; Saint Paul Union 
Depot; Saint Paul Public Library / James J. Hill Reference Library; U.S. Post Office, Courthouse and 
Customs House; and Mickey’s Diner (falls outside the revised APE limits). It also identified four 
properties that have been previously determined as eligible for inclusion in the NRHP: Urban Renewal 
Historic District, Saint Paul Athletic Club, First National Bank, and the Rice Park Historic District. The 
report recommended five properties as potentially eligible for the NRHP and completed Phase II 
evaluation for four of these properties, of which two were found to be eligible for the NRHP: Saint Paul 
Hotel and Grace Lutheran Church. 

The report is available from the project office SharePoint:  
https://metcmn.sharepoint.com/sites/GOLD/FTA_ENVIRONMENTAL_COORDINATION/Forms/A
llItems.aspx?e=2%3Ab8f6e0badbe04f6c925a21f28bc41a71 

Additional Phase II Evaluations 
Based on the results of the two surveys completed in 2017, Phase II evaluations were completed for 
five individual properties, four in the DPHPD, and one outside the DBHPD. Of these properties, four 
were found to be eligible for the NRHP: Texas Oil Company Service Station, Bell-Weber House, Tandy 
Row, and 3M Center. 
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The architecture/history APE has been revised based on advanced design and is under review at 
MnSHPO. After MnSHPO concurs with the APE revisions, additional architecture/history surveys will 
be conducted of areas added to the architecture/history APE. 

9. Describe the historic property (or properties) and any National Historic Landmarks within the APE
(or attach documentation or provide specific link to this information):

A total of twenty-five (25) NRHP listed and eligible historic properties, and four (4) properties FTA is
treating as eligible for the purpose of completing Section 106, are located within the undertaking’s
architecture/history and archaeological APEs. All of these properties are listed in Table 1.

Table 1. NRHP Listed and Eligible Properties in the Project’s APE

MnSHPO 
Inventory No. Historic Name Property Address NRHP Status Eligibility Criteria & 

Area of Significance 
RA-MWC-0010 3M Center 2301 McKnight Road, 

Maplewood 
Eligible Criterion: A

Areas of Significance: 
• Commerce
• Innovation

RA-SPC-8465 Grace Lutheran Church 1730 Old Hudson 
Road, Saint Paul 

Eligible Criterion: A 
Area of Significance: 
• Architecture

RA-SPC-8497 Johnson Parkway N/A Johnson 
Parkway, Saint Paul 

Treating as 
Eligible 

Criteria: A & C 
Areas of Significance: 
• Community Planning

& Development
• Entertainment /

Recreation
• Landscape Architecture

RA-SPC-4693 Giesen-Hauser 
House/Peter & Mary 
Giesen House 

827 Mound Street, 
Saint Paul 

Listed Criteria: A & C
Areas of Significance: 
• Architecture
• Commerce

RA-SPC-2284 Texas Company Service 
Station 

847 Hudson Road, 
Saint Paul 

Eligible Criteria: A & C 
Areas of Significance 
• Architecture
• Commerce
• Transportation

RA-SPC-2481, 
RA-SPC-5204 

Bell-Weber House 661 East Third Street, 
Saint Paul 

Eligible Criterion: C 
Area of Significance: 
• Architecture

RA-SPC-2491, 
RA-SPC-5208 

Frederick Reinecker 
House #1 

702 East Third Street, 
Saint Paul 

Treating as 
Eligible 

Criterion: C 
Area of Significance: 
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MnSHPO 
Inventory No. Historic Name Property Address NRHP Status Eligibility Criteria & 

Area of Significance 
• Architecture

RA-SPC-2490, 
RA-SPC-5207 

Frederick Reinecker 
House #2 

700 East Third Street, 
Saint Paul 

Treating as 
Eligible 

Criterion: C 
Area of Significance: 
• Architecture

RA-SPC-2040 Peter Bott House and 
Garage 

326 Maria Avenue, 
Saint Paul 

Treating as 
Eligible 

Criterion: C 
Area of Significance: 
• Architecture

RA-SPC-2619, 
RA-SPC-5232 

Tandy Row 668–674 East Fourth 
Street, Saint Paul 

Eligible Criterion: C 
Area of Significance: 
• Architecture

RA-SPC-4580 Lowertown Historic 
District 

Roughly bounded by 
Shepard Road and 
Kellogg Boulevard, 
Broadway Street, 7th 
Street, and Sibley 
Street, St. Paul 

Listed Criteria: A & C 
Areas of Significance: 
• Architecture,

Commerce
• Community Planning

& Development
• Industry

RA-SPC-5462 Finch, VanSlyck and 
McConville Dry Goods 
Company Building 

366 Wacouta Street, 
Saint Paul 

Listed 
individually and 
as a contributing 
property to the 

Lowertown 
Historic District 

Criteria: A & C 
(individual) 
Areas of Significance: 
• Commerce
• Engineering

RA-SPC-5225, 
RA-SPC-6907 

Saint Paul Union Depot 214 East 4th Street 
(roughly bounded by 
Shepard Road, 
Wacouta Street, 4th 
Street, and Sibley 
Street), Saint Paul 

Listed 
individually, 
portions are 
within and 

contributing to 
the Lowertown 
Historic District 

Criteria: A & C 
(Individual) 
Areas of Significance: 
• Architecture
• Engineering
• Transportation

RA-SPC-4518 United States Post Office 
and Custom House 

180 East Kellogg 
Boulevard, Saint Paul 

Listed Criterion: A 
Area of Significance: 
• Politics / Government

RA-SPC-1979 Merchants National Bank 
Building 

366–368 Jackson 
Street, Saint Paul 

Listed Criteria: A & C 
Areas of Significance: 
• Architecture
• Commerce
• Politics / Government

RA-SPC-3167, 
RA-SPC-5223, 
RA-SPC-6903 

Pioneer Press and Endicott 
Buildings 

332 North Robert 
Street and 142 East 
Fifth Street, Saint Paul 

Listed Criteria: A & C 
Areas of Significance: 
• Architecture
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MnSHPO 
Inventory No. Historic Name Property Address NRHP Status Eligibility Criteria & 

Area of Significance 
• Commerce 

Communications (Pioneer 
Building only) 

RA-SPC-3170 Manhattan Building 360 North Robert 
Street, Saint Paul 

Listed Criteria: A, B & C 
Areas of Significance: 
• Architecture 
• Commerce 

RA-SPC-8364 Urban Renewal Historic 
District (URHD) 

Roughly bounded by 
Kellogg Boulevard 
and Wabasha, Sixth, 
and Jackson Streets, 
Saint Paul 

Eligible Criterion: A 
Areas of Significance: 
• Community Planning 

& Development 
• Social History 

RA-SPC-8907 Mutual Life Insurance 
Company Building 

345 Cedar Street, 
Saint Paul 

Listed 
individually, 

also a 
contributing 

property to the 
URHD 

Criterion: A & C 
(individual) 
Areas of Significance: 
• Architecture 
• Commerce 

RA-SPC-5446, 
RA-SPC-8096 

Osborn Building 370 North Wabasha 
Street, Saint Paul 

Listed 
individually, 

also a 
contributing 

property to the 
URHD 

Criteria: C (Individual) 
Area of Significance: 
• Architecture 

RA-SPC-3168, 
RA-SPC-4645 

First Farmers and 
Merchants Bank/First 
National Bank Building 

332 Minnesota Street, 
St. Paul 

Eligible 
individually, 

also within the 
URHD, with 

portions 
contributing to 

the URHD 

Criterion: A (Individual) 
Area of Significance: 
• Commerce 

RA-SPC-0050 Saint Paul Athletic Club 340 Cedar Street, St. 
Paul 

Eligible 
individually, 

also within the 
URHD 

Criteria: A & C 
(Individual) 
Areas of Significance: 
• Architecture 
• Social History 

RA-SPC-5444 Germania Bank 6 West Fifth Street, 
Saint Paul 

Listed Criterion: C 
Area of Significance: 
• Architecture 

No inventory 
number on file 

Rice Park Historic District 
(RPHD) 

Roughly bounded by 
West Sixth, St. Peter, 
and Washington 
streets, and West 
Kellogg Boulevard, 
Saint Paul 

Eligible 
(certified by the 
Keeper of the 

NRHP) 

Criterion: A 
Areas of Significance are 
not clearly stated in 
documentation other than 
that the district had “a 
significant role in the 
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MnSHPO 
Inventory No. Historic Name Property Address NRHP Status Eligibility Criteria & 

Area of Significance 
history of Saint Paul 
through contributions on 
area of social, cultural, 
political, and economic 
development.”  

RA-SPC-5245 Saint Paul Public Library / 
James J. Hill Reference 
Library 

80–90 West 4th Street, 
Saint Paul 

Listed 
individually, 

also a 
contributing 

property to the 
RPHD 

Criteria: A and C 
(Individual) 
Areas of Significance: 
• Architecture
• Education

RA-SPC-5266 United States Post Office, 
Courthouse, and Customs 
House (Landmark Center) 

75 West 5th Street, 
Saint Paul 

Listed 
individually, 

also a 
contributing 

property to the 
RPHD 

Criterion: C (Individual) 
Area of Significance: 
• Architecture

RA-SPC-3493 Saint Paul Hotel 350 North Market 
Street, Saint Paul 

Eligible 
individually and 
as a contributing 
property to the 

RPHD 

Criteria: A & C 
(Individual) 
Areas of Significance: 
• Architecture
• Commerce

RA-SPC-3495 Hamm Building 408 Saint Peter Street, 
Saint Paul 

Listed Criterion: C 
Area of Significance: 
• Architecture

RA-SPC-5360 New Palace Theatre / St. 
Francis Hotel 

1–33 West Seventh 
Place and 435–437 
North Wabasha Street 

Eligible Criterion: A 
Areas of Significance: 
• Commerce
• Entertainment /

Recreation

10. Describe the undertaking’s effects on historic properties:

The undertaking’s effects on historic properties have not yet been determined. There is on-going work
in the identification of historic properties and design will need to be advanced in some locations to
determined effects. Effects will be determined under the project PA.

11. Explain how this undertaking would adversely affect historic properties (include information on
any conditions or future actions known to date to avoid, minimize, or mitigate adverse effects):

Effects will be determined under the project PA. 

12. Provide copies or summaries of the views provided to date by any consulting parties, Indian
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tribes or Native Hawai’ian organizations, or the public, including any correspondence from the SHPO 
and/or THPO.  

Attached are copies of: 

• Written correspondence between FTA and Indian tribes and THPOs;

• Written correspondence from FTA and MnDOT CRU to MnSHPO and consulting parties,
including selected material transmitted with the correspondence;

• Written correspondence from MnSHPO and consulting parties to FTA and MnDOT CRU; and

• Consultation meeting agendas.

III. Optional Information

13. Please indicate the status of any consultation that has occurred to date. Are there any consulting
parties involved other than the SHPO/THPO? Are there any outstanding or unresolved concerns or issues
that the ACHP should know about in deciding whether to participate in consultation?

Consultation for this project has been on-going. Several consulting parties other than SHPO have been 
involved but there are no outstanding or unresolved concerns.  

14. Does your agency have a website or website link where the interested public can find out about
this project and/or provide comments? Please provide relevant links:

https://www.metrotransit.org/gold-line-project 

15. Is this undertaking considered a “major” or “covered” project listed on the Federal
Infrastructure Projects Permitting Dashboard or other federal interagency project tracking
system? If so, please provide the link or reference number:

The following are attached to this form (check all that apply): 

__X_ Section 106 consultation correspondence 

__X_ Maps, photographs, drawings, and/or plans 

__X_ Additional historic property information 

__X_ Other: See list below 
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LIST OF ATTACHMENTS: 

01 USACE correspondence recognizing FTA as lead Federal Agency 

02 FTA designation of authority to MnDOT CRU 

03a Gold Line BRT Archaeological APE map, as revised on 11/13/2018 

03b Gold Line BRT Architecture/History APE map, as revised on 11/13/2018 

04a Gateway Corridor Methodology for Archaeological and Architecture/History Surveys  

05a Indian tribe and THPO invitation to consult correspondence 

05b Indian tribe and THPO responses 

06a SHPO and consulting parties correspondence 

06b SHPO and consulting parties correspondence 

07 Consultation meeting agendas 
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U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Transit 
Administration 

November 29, 2018 

Sarah Beimers 
Minnesota State Historic Preservation Office 
Administration Building #203 
50 Sherburne Ave. 
St. Paul, MN 55155-1402 

RE: Gold Line (formerly Gateway Corridor) Bus Rapid Transit Project, Washington and Ramsey 
Counties, Minnesota: Intent to Prepare a Programmatic Agreement, SHPO #2014-0398 

Dear Ms. Beimers, 

The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) is writing to continue consultation for the Gold Line Bus Rapid 
Transit Project (Gold Line BRT). This letter serves to notify you of FTA’s intent to develop a project 
Programmatic Agreement (PA) in accordance with the provisions of 36 § CFR 800.14 to guide the 
implementation of the Section 306108 (herinafter referred to as Section 106) process for Gold Line BRT. 
The PA developed for Gold Line BRT will also fulfill an uncompleted mitigation obligation from the 
Central Corridor Light Rail Transit (Central Corridor) Project PA. Additional correspondence will be sent 
to your office as well as the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) regarding the Central 
Corridor PA.   

Met Council, the project sponsor, is in Project Development (PD) for FTA’s New Start program, which 
requires the completion of the environmental review process by January 19, 2020. Given the schedule 
constraints of PD and the remaining work required to complete the Section 106 consultation process, Met 
Council, FTA, the Minnesota Department of Transportation (MnDOT) Cultural Resources Unit (CRU), and 
your office discussed during a call on October 19, 2018 the option to develop a project PA to continue the 
identification of historic properties, determine effects from the Project on historic properties, and if adverse 
effects are identified, to avoid, minimize, or mitigate those effects.  

FTA intends to include a stipulation in the Gold Line BRT PA requiring consultation with MnSHPO to 
prepare design guidelines for the city block located within the Urban Renewal Historic District bounded by 
Cedar, 4th, 5th and Minnesota streets. This stipulation was included in the Central Corridor PA (referenced 
above), which expired in December 2015. While the design guidelines were developed and adopted by the 
City of St. Paul in 2017 after the expiration of the PA, consultation with MnSHPO did not occur. Due to 
the location of a Gold Line BRT station in the city block bounded by Cedar, 4th, 5th, and Minnesota streets, 
the design guideline stipulation will be included in the Gold Line BRT PA to 1) inform a context sensitive 
design of the station and 2) to remedy the oversight that occurred with the Central Corridor PA through 
consultation with MnSHPO and revision and re-adoption of those guidelines by the City of St. Paul as 
necessary.  

FTA looks forward to consulting with your office and other consulting parties, per the provisions of 36 § 
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CFR 800.14, to develop and implement a PA for Gold Line BRT. If you have any questions, please contact 
Tony Greep at (312) 353-1646 or Anthony.greep@dot.gov.  

Sincerely,  

Jay M. Ciavarella 
Director, Office of Planning and Program Development 

cc (via email): Tony Greep, Federal Transit Administration  
Elizabeth Breiseth, Federal Transit Administration 
Andy Beaudet, United States Army Corps of Engineers 
Brad Johnson, United States Army Corps of Engineers 
Samantha Odegard, Upper Sioux Community 
Greg Mathis, Minnesota Department of Transportation 
Lyssa Leitner, Gold Line Project Office 
Chelsa Johnson, Gold Line Project Office 
Jan Lucke, Washington County 
Andy Gitzlaff, Ramsey County 
Ed Shukle, City of Landfall Village 
Ginny Gaynor, City of Maplewood 
Steve Love, City of Maplewood 
Bob Streetar, City of Oakdale 
Christine Boulware, City of Saint Paul 
Bill Dermody, City of Saint Paul 
Janelle Schmitz, City of Woodbury 
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U.S. Department 
of Transportation 
Federal Transit 
Administration 
 
 
November 30, 2018 
 
 
Mr. Chad Konickson 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Regulatory Branch Chief, St. Paul District  
180 5th St. E., Suite 700 
St. Paul, MN 55101-1678 
 
RE: Gold Line (formerly Gateway Corridor) Bus Rapid Transit Project, Washington and Ramsey 

Counties, Minnesota: Intent to Prepare a Programmatic Agreement, SHPO #2014-0398 
 
Dear Mr. Konicson,  
 
On June 15, 2018, in accordance with 36 CFR Part 800.2(a)(2), the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) 
invited the United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) to designate our agency as the lead Federal 
agency and to act on the USACE’s behalf for meeting the requirements of Section 106 on the Gold Line 
Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Project (Project), a proposed 9-mile long BRT facility between St. Paul, Ramsey 
County, and Woodbury, Washington County, Minnesota. USACE concurred with this designation in a July 
9, 2018 response letter.  

FTA is writing to notify you of its intent to use alternate procedures, as allowed for by 36 CFR § 800.14, 
to complete the remainder of Section 106 process for the Project. Specifically, FTA intends to develop and 
implement a Programmatic Agreement (PA) to direct the implementation of efforts to identify additional 
historic properties, assess effects of the Project on historic properties, and resolve any adverse effects. 
Therefore, FTA is inviting USACE to participate in the development of the PA. If USACE is interested in 
participating, we request that you please response by December 17, 2018. 

As part of our efforts to negotiate the terms of the PA, FTA intends to hold a consultation meeting with 
the Minnesota State Historic Preservation Office and other consulting parties in December 2018 to 
consider potential measures to include in the agreement. This meeting is tentatively scheduled for: 

Date: December 18, 2018 
Time: 1:30-3:30 p.m. 
Place: Gold Line Project Office 

121 7th Pl. E., Suite 102 
St. Paul, MN 55101 

Please let us know if you are interested in participating in this meeting and we can provide additional 
details as they become available, including conference call information for those who are not able to 
attend in person.  
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Mathis, Gregory (DOT)

From: Yagle, Brian B CIV USARMY CEMVP (US) <Brian.B.Yagle@usace.army.mil>
Sent: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 1:48 PM
To: Mathis, Gregory (DOT)
Subject: RE: 2014-00621-BBY - 7-9-2018 - Brookins - FTA Letter

Hello Greg, 
 
Jay Ciavarella sent the Corps a letter on November 20, 2018, asking if the Corps wanted to participate in the 
development of the PA for the Gold Line project. We would be happy to provide comments on the PA, if necessary. I 
have written you our response because I do not have an email address for Mr. Ciavarella.  
 
Let me know if you have any additional questions.  
 
Thanks, 
 
 
Brian Yagle 
Project Manager 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
St. Paul District, Regulatory Branch 
180 Fifth Street East, Suite 700 
St. Paul, MN 55101 
651.290.5975 
 
 
 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Mathis, Gregory (DOT) [mailto:greg.mathis@state.mn.us]  
Sent: Monday, July 9, 2018 10:21 AM 
To: Meyer, Colleen M CIV CEMVP CEMVD (US) <Colleen.M.Meyer@usace.army.mil>; Yagle, Brian B CIV USARMY CEMVP 
(US) <Brian.B.Yagle@usace.army.mil> 
Cc: Beimers, Sarah (ADM) <sarah.beimers@state.mn.us>; chelsa.johnson@metrotransit.org; susan.weber@dot.gov 
Subject: [Non‐DoD Source] RE: 2014‐00621‐BBY ‐ 7‐9‐2018 ‐ Brookins ‐ FTA Letter 
 
Colleen,  
 
Thank you for sending the letter. We will continue to copy Brad and/or Brian as appropriate on items related to Section 
106.  
 
Greg 
 
Greg Mathis 
MnDOT Cultural Resources Unit 
395 John Ireland Blvd., MS 620 
St. Paul, MN 55155 
651‐366‐4292 
greg.mathis@state.mn.us 
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December 20, 2018 

Mr. Tony Greep 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
Federal Transit Administration, Region V 
200 W. Adams Street, Suite 320 
Chicago, IL 60606 

Ref: Proposed Gold Line Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Project 
Ramsey and Washington Counties, Minnesota 

ACHPConnect Log Number: 013441 

Dear Mr. Greep:

The Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) has received your notification and supporting 
documentation regarding the adverse effects of the referenced undertaking on a property or properties listed or 
eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places.  Based upon the information you provided, we 
have concluded that Appendix A, Criteria for Council Involvement in Reviewing Individual Section 106 Cases, 
of our regulations, “Protection of Historic Properties” (36 CFR Part 800), does not apply to this undertaking.  
Accordingly, we do not believe that our participation in the consultation to resolve adverse effects is needed.  
However, if we receive a request for participation from the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), Tribal 
Historic Preservation Officer, affected Indian tribe, a consulting party, or other party, we may reconsider this 
decision.  Additionally, should circumstances change, and you determine that our participation is needed to 
conclude the consultation process, please notify us. 

Pursuant to 36 CFR §800.6(b)(1)(iv), you will need to file the final Programmatic Agreement (PA), 
developed in consultation with the Minnesota State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) and any other 
consulting parties, and related documentation with the ACHP at the conclusion of the consultation process.  
The filing of the PA and supporting documentation with the ACHP is required in order to complete the 
requirements of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Thank you for providing us with your notification of adverse effect.  If you have any questions or require 
further assistance, please contact Sarah Stokely at (202) 517-0224 or by email at sstokely@achp.gov. 

Sincerely, 

LaShavio Johnson 
Historic Preservation Technician 
Office of Federal Agency Programs
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From: Mathis, Gregory (DOT)
To: "Andrew.D.Beaudet@usace.army.mil"; brad.a.johnson@usace.army.mil; Samantha Odegard

(samanthao@uppersiouxcommunity-nsn.gov); Jan.Lucke@co.washington.mn.us; Gitzlaff, Andrew J; Ed Shukle
(eshukle@cityoflandfall.com); "Virginia Gaynor"; Steve Love; bob.streetar@ci.oakdale.mn.us; Christine Boulware;
Bill Dermody; Janelle Schmitz (janelle.schmitz@woodburymn.gov); Sarah Beimers (sarah.beimers@state.mn.us)

Cc: Tony Greep (anthony.greep@dot.gov); Elizabeth Breiseth (elizabeth.breiseth@dot.gov); Sarah Beimers
(sarah.beimers@state.mn.us); "Leitner, Lyssa"; Johnson, Chelsa; Atwood Hatzenbuhler, Stephanie (DOT);
Howard, Barbara (DOT); Zschomler, Kristen (DOT)

Subject: Gold Line BRT: Section 106 consult meeting - PA
Date: Tuesday, January 08, 2019 5:02:00 PM
Attachments: GTWY_PA_DRAFT_01.docx

Dear Gold Line BRT Section 106 Consulting Parties,

In its letter of November 29, 2018, the FTA notified Section 106 consulting parties of its intent to 
develop a programmatic agreement (PA) to guide the completion of the Section 106 process for the 
Gold Line BRT Project. To help guide the development of the PA we are planning to hold a 
consultation meeting to seek input from Consulting Parties. Stephanie sent you an Outlook invite 
back in early December, but in case you no longer have it, here are the details:

Date: January 15, 2019
Time: 1:00-3:00 p.m.
Location: Gold Line Project Office

If you are unable to attend in person, you have two options to join the meeting:
· Webex: https://m.iconf.net/JosephKlein
· Conference call

o Standard Dial-in: (619) 377-3319
o Toll Free: (888) 742-5095
o Conference Code: 2266387486 #

In preparation for the meeting, please find attached for your review the first DRAFT of the proposed
document. The attached draft is a work in progress and very much intended to be a preliminary
attempt to get the basic processes that would commonly be codified in a programmatic agreement
into a single document. It is very important to remember that the attached document is a draft and,
as such, can be modified.

As may or may not already know, FTA staff are currently furloughed because of the partial federal
government shut down. Since we really value your input and, therefore, wanted to give you as much
time as possible to  review the document before the meeting, MnDOT CRU and the Gold Line Project
Office decided to send the draft now in the hopes that FTA stall will be back to work by the time of
next Tuesday’s meeting. We recognize that some Consulting Parties may not wish to participate in
the meeting next week if the federal government is not present. Given the unpredictability of the
shutdown, at this point we are currently planning on holding the meeting, but if any Consulting
Parties choose not to participate, then we will seek other consultation opportunities once FTA staff
are available again. We are planning to hold at least one more consultation meeting with Consulting
Parties to review a subsequent draft of the PA, so there will be at least more opportunity to provide
comments in a group setting, or if needed, attempts could be made to set up other meetings.
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Alternatively, you may also provide written comments on the attached document. If you chose this
option, we request that you please provide your comments by January 18, 2019.
 
In closing, thank you in advance for your time and participation. We look forward to discussing the
document with you next Tuesday.
 
Greg
Greg Mathis
MnDOT Cultural Resources Unit
395 John Ireland Blvd., MS 620
St. Paul, MN 55155
651-366-4292
greg.mathis@state.mn.us
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U.S. Department 

of Transportation 

Federal Transit 
Administration 

May 30, 2019 

Sarah Beimers 
Minnesota State Historic Preservation Office 
Administrative Building #203 
50 Sherburne Ave. 
St. Paul, MN 55155-1402 

RE:  Gold Line (formerly Gateway Corridor) Bus Rapid Transit Project, Washington and Ramsey 
Counties, Minnesota; consulting party review of the draft Programmatic Agreement, SHPO 
#2014-0398 

Dear Ms. Beimers, 

The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) is writing to continue consultation for the Gold Line (formerly 
Gateway Corridor) Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Project (Project). As noted in our November 29, 2018 letter, 
FTA is developing a Programmatic Agreement (PA) in accordance with provisions of 36 CFR ̕§ 800.14 to 
guide the implementation of the Section 306108 (hereinafter referred to as Section 106) process for the 
Project.  

This submittal includes the draft PA for consulting party review and comment. Comments received by 
your office and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, on April 18, 2019 and March 20, 2019, 
respectively, have been addressed in this version. Additionally, this draft includes input received from 
consulting parties during the consultation meeting held on January 15, 2019 and The U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers on January 25, 2019. This submittal also includes several attachments to the draft PA, as 
follows: 

• Attachment A: Project Location Map
• Attachment B: Area of Potential Effects
• Attachment C: Known Properties Listed in and Determined Eligible for Listing in the National

Register of Historic Places
• Attachment D: Standard Mitigation Measures

FTA will host a consulting party meeting on June 17, 2019 at 1:30 p.m. to discuss the draft PA and 
Attachment D. Please review these documents prior to the meeting to support a productive discussion on 
their content. Project staff will reach out to consulting parties to schedule this meeting in the coming days. 

FTA looks forward to consulting with your office and other consulting parties, per the provisions of 36 
CFR ̕§ 800.14, to further develop and implement the PA for the Project. We request review of this draft 
PA and draft Attachment D, with comments, if any, submitted by June 28, 2019. If you have any 
questions, please contact Tony Greep at (312) 353-1646 or Anthony.greep@dot.gov. Thank you. 
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Sincerely, 

Jay M. Ciavarella 
Director, Office of Planning and Program Development 

Enclosures:  Draft Programmatic Agreement 
Attachment D: Standard Mitigation Measures 

Cc (via email):  Tony Greep, Federal Transit Administration 
Elizabeth Breiseth, Federal Transit Administration 
Andy Beaudet, United States Army Corps of Engineers 
Brad Johnson, United States Army Corps of Engineers 
Samantha Odegard, Upper Sioux Community 
Greg Mathis, Minnesota Department of Transportation 
Lyssa Leitner, Gold Line Project Office 
Chelsa Johnson, Gold Line Project Office 
Jan Lucke, Washington County 
Andy Gitzlaff, Ramsey County 
Ed Shukle, City of Landfall Village 
Ginny Gaynor, City of Maplewood 
Steve Love, City of Maplewood 
Bob Streetar, City of Oakdale 
Christine Boulware, City of Saint Paul 
Bill Dermody, City of Saint Paul 
Janelle Schmitz, City of Woodbury 
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From: Johnson, Chelsa
To: Mathis, Gregory (DOT); Howard, Barbara (DOT)
Cc: Breiseth, Elizabeth (FTA); Greep, Anthony (FTA); Leitner, Lyssa; Beckwith, Christine
Subject: Gold Line BRT Project - Council Comments on Draft PA
Date: Wednesday, June 26, 2019 4:34:46 PM
Attachments: GTWY_PA_DRAFT_05a_Rev00_Clean_MetCouncil.docx

Hi Greg and Barb,
 
On behalf of the Council, I would like to submit the following comments from the Office of General
Counsel regarding the Draft Programmatic Agreement. Legal staff comments are specific to
Stipulation VII: Assessment of Effects and XIV: Dispute Resolution which related to concerns about
impacts to Council’s legal rights and responsibilities.
 
Thanks and please let me know if you have any questions.
 
Chelsa Johnson, AICP
Environmental Lead, METRO Gold Line
Direct: 651.602.1997

METRO Gold Line Bus Rapid Transit (GBRT) Project Office
Metro Square | 121 7th Place East, Suite 102 | St. Paul, MN 55101
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From: Beimers, Sarah (ADM)
To: Mathis, Gregory (DOT); Sharyn LaCombe (sharyn.lacombe@dot.gov); Tony Greep (anthony.greep@dot.gov);

Elizabeth Breiseth (elizabeth.breiseth@dot.gov)
Cc: brad.a.johnson@usace.army.mil; Andrew.D.Beaudet@usace.army.mil; Leitner, Lyssa; Johnson, Chelsa; Atwood

Hatzenbuhler, Stephanie (DOT); Howard, Barbara (DOT); jason.ciavarella@dot.gov; Sarah Stokely;
GraggJohnson, Kelly (ADM)

Subject: RE: Gold Line BRT: Section 106 Programmatic Agreement (Draft 05a)
Date: Friday, June 28, 2019 4:26:00 PM
Attachments: image001.jpg

GTWY_PA_DRAFT_05a_Rev00_Clean_SHPO Comments 6_28_2019.docx

MnDOT CRU and FTA Staff,
 
Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on Draft 05a of the Programmatic Agreement
for the proposed Gold Line BRT Project. We acknowledge and sincerely appreciate the time and
effort it has taken for staff at both agencies to draft this comprehensive Section 106 agreement
document for this very complicated project.
 
Utilizing Microsoft Word Track Changes, we have inserted recommended in-line edits and comments
directly into the version you sent on May 30, 2019.  Our version, with edits and comments for the
FTA’s consideration, is attached to this email. We do not have any recommended edits or comments
on the Attachment D: Standard Mitigation Measures document.

Please consider this email, in lieu of a separate letter, SHPO’s formal response to the FTA’s request
to review the document and provide comments.
 
We look forward to continuing consultation with the FTA, MnDOT CRU, Met Council, the Corps, and
all of the Section 106 consulting parties, in an effort to finalize and execute this agreement. Please
contact me if you have any questions or require clarification on any of our comments or
recommended edits.
 
Have a nice weekend!
 
-Sarah
 

 
Sarah Beimers | Environmental Review Program Manager
State Historic Preservation Office
203 Administration Building
50 Sherburne Avenue
Saint Paul MN 55155
(651) 201-3290
sarah.beimers@state.mn.us
 

From: Mathis, Gregory (DOT) <greg.mathis@state.mn.us> 
Sent: Thursday, May 30, 2019 5:01 PM
To: Beimers, Sarah (ADM) <sarah.beimers@state.mn.us>; Andrew.D.Beaudet@usace.army.mil;
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brad.a.johnson@usace.army.mil; Samantha Odegard (samanthao@uppersiouxcommunity-nsn.gov)
<samanthao@uppersiouxcommunity-nsn.gov>; Jan.Lucke@co.washington.mn.us; Gitzlaff, Andrew J
<andrew.gitzlaff@CO.RAMSEY.MN.US>; Ed Shukle (eshukle@cityoflandfall.com)
<eshukle@cityoflandfall.com>; Steve Love <steve.love@maplewoodmn.gov>;
bob.streetar@ci.oakdale.mn.us; Christine Boulware <christine.boulware@ci.stpaul.mn.us>; Bill
Dermody <bill.dermody@ci.stpaul.mn.us>; Janelle Schmitz (janelle.schmitz@woodburymn.gov)
<janelle.schmitz@woodburymn.gov>
Cc: Sharyn LaCombe (sharyn.lacombe@dot.gov) <sharyn.lacombe@dot.gov>; Tony Greep
(anthony.greep@dot.gov) <anthony.greep@dot.gov>; Elizabeth Breiseth
(elizabeth.breiseth@dot.gov) <elizabeth.breiseth@dot.gov>; Leitner, Lyssa
<Lyssa.Leitner@metrotransit.org>; Johnson, Chelsa <Chelsa.Johnson@metrotransit.org>; Atwood
Hatzenbuhler, Stephanie (DOT) <stephanie.atwood@state.mn.us>; Howard, Barbara (DOT)
<barbara.howard@state.mn.us>
Subject: Gold Line BRT: Section 106 Programmatic Agreement (Draft 05a)
 
Dear Gold Line Bus Rapid Transit (GLBRT) Section 106 Consulting Parties,
 
On November 29, 2018, the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) notified GLBRT Section 106
consulting parties of its intent to develop a programmatic agreement (PA) to guide the completion
of the Section 106 process for the project. We provided the initial draft of the PA to consulting
parties for review on January 8, 2019. As you may recall, we also held a consultation meeting on
January 15, 2019, to review the document with consulting parties and seek input on its contents.
 

During the January 15th consultation meeting, we indicated that our intent was to provide a full draft
of the PA to consulting parties for review sometime in Q2 2019. Since that time, consulting parties’
input and comments were incorporated into the document. FTA, with assistance from our office, has
also continued to collaborate with the GLBRT Project Office, the Minnesota State Historic
Preservation Office and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation to refine the document and fill
in details. The full draft PA is now ready for you to review. Therefore, on behalf of FTA, please find
attached for your review FTA’s transmittal letter, the current draft of the PA (body of the PA and
Appendices A-C), and a copy of PA Appendix D, which is a new appendix intended to help streamline
consultation under the PA. This appendix includes a number of standard mitigation measures that
may be used under the terms of the PA to resolve, or resolve in part, adverse effects to historic
properties.
 
As noted in the attached letter, FTA requests that you please provide any comments on the
attached materials, if any, by June 28, 2019. FTA has also scheduled a consultation meeting during
the comment period to review the current draft of the PA with consulting parties, answer questions,
and gain additional input on its contents. The meeting is scheduled for:
 

Monday, June 17
1:30 – 3:00 p.m.

 
Gold Line Project Office

121 7th Place E, Suite 102
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St. Paul, MN
Large Conference Room

 
We will send an Outlook invite for the meeting either later today or tomorrow morning.
 
In closing, thank you for your continued participation in the consultation. We look forward to

discussing the PA with you on the 17th. Please let me know if you have any questions.
 
Regards,
 
Greg
Greg Mathis
MnDOT Cultural Resources Unit
395 John Ireland Blvd., MS 620
St. Paul, MN 55155
651-366-4292
greg.mathis@state.mn.us
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U.S. Department 

of Transportation 

Federal Transit 
Administration 

 
July 1, 2019 
 
Sarah Beimers 
State Historic Preservation Office 
Administration Building, #203 
50 Sherburne Ave, #203 
St. Paul, MN 55155-1402 
 
 
RE:  Gateway Corridor (Gold Line) Bus Rapid Transit Project, Washington and Ramsey Counties, 

Minnesota; Phase I Archaeology Survey, SHPO #2014-0398 
 
Dear Ms. Beimers,  

The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) is writing to continue consultation for the Gateway Corridor 
(Gold Line) Bus Rapid Transit Project (Project). This letter transmits for your review and concurrence a 
survey report prepared by Two Pines Resource Group in December 2018 documenting the results of a 
Phase I archaeological survey conducted of areas added to the Project’s archaeological Area of Potential 
Effect (APE) on November 13, 2018. 

The survey assessed 129 areas added to the Project’s archaeological APE. Through background research, 
117 of the areas were found to have low potential to contain intact significant archaeological sites due to 
past disturbance and/or the presence of overlying roads and buildings. The remaining 12 areas were 
identified as needing a Phase I field survey due to their moderate to high potential to contain intact pre-
contact or historic period archaeological sites. Six of these moderate to high potential areas (SA-47, 60, 
70, 90, 95, and 99) underwent Phase I archaeological survey and all were found to be negative for 
archaeological material. Due to a lack of access for field survey, the remaining six moderate to high 
potential areas (SA-5, 13, 18, 27, 41 and 116) were not able to be fully evaluated and were, therefore, 
recommended for subsequent Phase I survey if the Project proposes any ground-disturbing activities 
within their boundaries. 

Under delegation from FTA, archaeologists from the Minnesota Department of Transportation (MnDOT) 
Cultural Resources Unit (CRU) who meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification 
Standards (36 CFR 61) for archaeology reviewed the report and determined that there are no known 
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) listed or eligible archaeological sites located in the 129 areas 
assessed. Of the 123 areas that were fully assessed, MnDOT CRU determined that none have the potential 
to contain significant intact archaeological material that would meet NRHP criteria. MnDOT CRU also 
found that the six areas identified as having moderate to high potential to contain archaeological material 
(SA-5, 13, 18, 27, 41 and 116) that were not able to be accessed do have the potential to contain intact 
archaeological material. 

REGION V 

Illinois, Indiana, 

Michigan, Minnesota, 

Ohio, Wisconsin 
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FTA agrees with and has adopted MnDOT CRU’s findings. Based on these findings, FTA determined 
that the 123 areas that were fully assessed do not contain any archaeological sites that are eligible for 
inclusion in the NRHP. 

As Project design advances, if it appears that any of the six areas that were not fully assessed (SA-5, 13, 
18, 27, 41 and 116) and were, therefore, recommended for a Phase I survey due to their moderate to high 
potential to contain intact archaeological resources, may be subject to Project-related ground-disturbing 
activities within their boundaries, the Council, with assistance from MnDOT CRU, will conduct a Phase I 
survey of the area(s) to determine if it contains any archaeological material. If any potentially significant 
archaeological sites are found, a Phase II evaluation will be completed to determine if the property is 
eligible for inclusion in the NRHP. 

In closing, FTA requests concurrence with our National Register eligibility determinations within 
thirty (30) calendars days of this letter, which is August 1, 2019. If you have any questions, please 
contact Tony Greep at (312) 353-1646 or anthony.greep@dot.gov. Thank you. 

Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Jay M. Ciavarella 
Director, Office of Planning and Program Development 
 
 
Enclosures: METRO Gold Line Supplemental Phase I Archaeological Survey, Ramsey and 

Washington Counties, Minnesota (Two Pines Resource Group, LLC, 2018) 
 
 
cc (via email): Tony Greep, Federal Transit Administration  

Elizabeth Breiseth, Federal Transit Administration 
Andy Beaudet, United States Army Corps of Engineers 
Brad Johnson, United States Army Corps of Engineers 
Samantha Odegard, Upper Sioux Community 
Greg Mathis, Minnesota Department of Transportation 
Lyssa Leitner, Gold Line Project Office 
Chelsa Johnson, Gold Line Project Office 
 Jan Lucke, Washington County 
Andy Gitzlaff, Ramsey County 
Ed Shukle, City of Landfall Village 
Ginny Gaynor, City of Maplewood 
Steve Love, City of Maplewood 
Bob Streetar, City of Oakdale 
Christine Boulware, City of Saint Paul 
Bill Dermody, City of Saint Paul 
Janelle Schmitz, City of Woodbury 
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C.5.1. Project Section 106 Consultation Meeting No. 1 – July 9, 2018 

FIGURE C.5-1: CONSULTATION MEETING NO. 1 MEETING NOTES 
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FIGURE C.5-2: CONSULTATION MEETING NO. 1 PRESENTATION 
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FIGURE C.5-3: SAINT PAUL DOWNTOWN HISTORIC PROPERTIES MAP 
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FIGURE C.5-4: CONCEPT LAYOUT ROLL PLOTS 
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C.5.2. Project Section 106 Consultation Meeting No. 2 – Sept. 11, 2018 

FIGURE C.5-5: CONSULTATION MEETING NO. 2 MEETING NOTES 
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FIGURE C.5-6: CONSULTATION MEETING NO. 2 PRESENTATION 
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FIGURE C.5-7: BUILD ALTERNATIVES ALIGNMENT MAP 
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FIGURE C.5-8: CONCEPT PLANS 
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FIGURE C.5-9: DOWNTOWN SAINT PAUL STATION LOCATIONS AND VISUALIZATIONS 
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FIGURE C.5-10: HISTORIC PROPERTY EFFECTS SUMMARY SHEETS 
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FIGURE C.5-11: JOHNSON PARKWAY 
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C.5.3. Project Section 106 Consultation Meeting No. 3 – Sept. 25, 2018 

FIGURE C.5-12: CONSULTATION MEETING NO. 3 MEETING NOTES 
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FIGURE C.5-13: CONSULTATION MEETING NO. 3 PRESENTATION 
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FIGURE C.5-14: BUILD ALTERNATIVES ALIGNMENT MAP 
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FIGURE C.5-15: CONCEPT PLANS 
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FIGURE C.5-16: TYPICAL PLATFORM COMPONENTS 
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FIGURE C.5-17: HISTORIC PROPERTY EFFECTS SUMMARY SHEETS 
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C.5.4. Section 106 McKnight Road Design Meeting No. 1 – Jan. 7, 2019 

FIGURE C.5-18: MCKNIGHT ROAD DESIGN MEETING NO. 1 MEETING NOTES 
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C.5.5. Project Section 106 Consultation Meeting No. 4 – Jan. 15, 2019 

FIGURE C.5-19: CONSULTATION MEETING NO. 4 MEETING NOTES 
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FIGURE C.5-20: CONSULTATION MEETING NO. 4 PRESENTATION 
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C.5.6. Section 106 McKnight Road Design Meeting No. 2 – Feb. 12, 2019 

FIGURE C.5-21: MCKNIGHT ROAD DESIGN MEETING NO. 2 MEETING NOTES 
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C.5.7. Section 106 McKnight Road Design Meeting No. 3 – March 12, 2019 

FIGURE C.5-22: MCKNIGHT ROAD DESIGN MEETING NO. 3 MEETING NOTES 
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C.5.8. Section 106 Consultation Meeting No. 5 – June 17, 2019 

FIGURE C.5-23: CONSULTATION MEETING NO. 5 MEETING NOTES 
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FIGURE C.5-24: CONSULTATION MEETING NO. 5 PRESENTATION 
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C.6. Section 106 Technical Reports 
and Supporting Documents 

The following Project-related Section 106 technical reports and surveys are available for viewing or download on 

the Project website at https://www.metrotransit.org/gold-line-environmental. 

• Southwest Light Rail Transit Project Research Design for Cultural Resources: Supplement No. 1, Additional 

Parameters for the Area of Potential Effect for Architecture/History Resources (Oct. 14, 2014) 

• Literature Review of Previous National Register of Historic Places and Local Heritage Preservation District 

Surveys and Evaluations of Dayton’s Bluff (August 2016) 

• Gateway Corridor Methodology for Archaeology & Architecture/History Surveys (Jan. 16, 2015) 

• Gateway Corridor: Gold Line BRT: Archaeological and Architecture/History Area of Potential Effect 

(December 2015) 

• Revised Phase 1A Archaeological Assessment for the Gateway Corridor Project (March 2017) 

• Revised Phase I and II Architecture/History Investigation for the Gateway Corridor 

(March 2017; Errata February 2018) 

• Phase II Architecture/History Evaluation: 3M Center (RA-MWC-0010) (March 13, 2018) 

• “3M Center Landscape and Roadway Features.” Technical memorandum prepared by Mead & Hunt 

(June 13, 2018) 

• METRO Blue Line Extension Light Rail Transit Project (Formerly Bottineau Transitway) Research Design 

for Cultural Resources: Supplement No. 1, Additional Parameters for the Area of Potential Effect for 

Architecture/History Resources (Sept. 12, 2017) 

• Dayton’s Bluff Heritage Preservation District Phase II National Register Historic District Evaluation (2017) 

• Johnson Parkway Integrity Assessment (June 2017) 

• Phase II Architecture/History Evaluation: Bell-Weber House (RA-SPC-2481, 5204) (June 20, 2018) 

• Phase II Architecture/History Evaluation: Tandy Row (RA-SPC-2619, 5232) (June 20, 2018) 

• Minnesota Architecture/History Individual Property Inventory Form: Kaese House and Warren H. Burger 

Home (RA-SPC-2439) (July 2018) 

• Phase II Architecture/History Evaluation: Texas Company Service Station (RA-SPC-2284) (July 20, 2018) 

Supplemental Phase 1 Archaeological Survey (April 3, 2019) 

https://www.metrotransit.org/gold-line-environmental
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