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Rush Line Bus Rapid Transit Project: Section 106 Assessment of Effects and
Determination of Effect for Historic Properties

Summary

The Rush Line Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Project (Project) is a proposed 15-mile-long BRT line located in
Ramsey County, Minnesota. Operating in both mixed traffic and on a dedicated guideway, the proposed
Project would connect the communities of Saint Paul, Maplewood, Vadnais Heights, White Bear
Township, Gem Lake, and White Bear Lake. The proposed Project includes 21 stations, three (3) of which
are connected to park-and-ride facilities.

The Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority (RCRRA), in conjunction with the Metropolitan Council,
is serving as the local Project lead. In addition to funding from the Federal Transit Administration (FTA),
the proposed Project would require an Interstate right-of-way use agreement from the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) acting through the Minnesota Department of Transportation (MnDOT), and
permits from the United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE). Therefore, the Project is a federal
undertaking and must comply with Section 306108 (previously and hereinafter referred to as Section
106) of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended (54 United States Code [USC] 300101
et seq.) and its implementing regulations, 36 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 800; Section
101(b)(4) of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, as amended (42 USC 4331); and
other applicable federal mandates. The Project intends to seek funding from the State of Minnesota and
political subdivisions of the State, and permits for construction from several state agencies. Therefore,
the Project must also comply with Minnesota laws, including the Minnesota Environmental Policy Act of
1973 [Minnesota Statute (MS) 116B.01-116B.13], the Minnesota Field Archaeology Act (MS 138.31—
138.42), the Minnesota Historic Sites Act (MS 138.661-138.669), and the Minnesota Private Cemeteries
Act (MS 307.08), as applicable. Pursuant to 36 CFR Part 800.2(a)(2), the USACE and FHWA have
recognized FTA as the lead Federal agency responsible for fulfilling their collective Section 106
obligations for the Project. FTA has delegated the MnDOT Cultural Resources Unit (CRU) limited
authority to aid FTA in aspects of the Section 106 process for the Project pursuant to 36 CFR Part
800.2(a)(3).

This report describes the proposed Project, its Area of Potential Effects (APE), efforts to identify and
evaluate properties within the Project’s APE to determine their eligibility for listing on the National
Register of Historic Places (National Register), and the Project’s potential effects on those properties.
FTA has determined that the overall undertaking will have an Adverse Effect on historic properties in the
Project’s APE. In particular, based on the Assessment of Effects prepared by the MnDOT CRU, FTA has
determined the Project will have an Adverse Effect on five (5) historic properties: the Lake Superior &
Mississippi (LS&M) Railroad Historic District: Saint Paul to White Bear Lake Segment (XX-RRD-NPR0O01),
three (3) individually eligible 1868 Alignments of the LS&M Railroad (XX-RRD-NPR002, XX-RRD-NPR0OO3,
and XX-RRD-NPR004), and the LS&M Railroad Historic District: White Bear Lake to Hugo Segment (XX-
RRD-NPRO0O05). In addition, the Project will have No Adverse Effect on 23 historic properties in the
Project’s APE with the implementation of conditions for eight (8) of these properties.
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Section 1: Introduction

The Rush Line Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Project (Project) is a proposed 15-mile-long BRT line located in
Ramsey County, Minnesota (Figure 1). Operating in both mixed traffic and on a dedicated guideway, the
proposed Project would connect the communities of Saint Paul, Maplewood, Vadnais Heights, White
Bear Township, Gem Lake, and White Bear Lake. The proposed Project includes 21 stations, three (3) of
which are connected to park-and-ride facilities.

The Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority (RCRRA), in conjunction with the Metropolitan Council,
is serving as the local Project lead. In addition to funding from the Federal Transit Administration (FTA),
the proposed Project would require an Interstate right-of-way use agreement from the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) acting through the Minnesota Department of Transportation (MnDOT), and
permits from the United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE). Therefore, the Project is a federal
undertaking and must comply with Section 306108 (previously and hereinafter referred to as Section
106) of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended (54 United States Code [USC] 300101
et seq.) and its implementing regulations, 36 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 800; Section
101(b)(4) of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, as amended (42 USC 4331); and
other applicable federal mandates. The proposed Project intends to seek funding from the State of
Minnesota and political subdivisions of the State, and permits for construction from several state
agencies. Therefore, the Project must also comply with Minnesota laws, including the Minnesota
Environmental Policy Act of 1973 [Minnesota Statute (MS) 116B.01-116B.13], the Minnesota Field
Archaeology Act (MS 138.31-138.42), the Minnesota Historic Sites Act (MS 138.661-138.669), and the
Minnesota Private Cemeteries Act (MS 307.08), as applicable. This assessment of effects report
facilitates compliance with these legislative requirements.!

Pursuant to 36 CFR Part 800.2(a)(2), the USACE and FHWA have recognized FTA as the lead Federal
agency responsible for fulfilling their collective Section 106 obligations for the Project. In 2018, FTA
delegated the MnDOT Cultural Resources Unit (CRU) limited authority to aid FTA in aspects of the
Section 106 process for the Project pursuant to 36 CFR Part 800.2(a)(3).2 This report, prepared by
MnDOT CRU staff, describes the Preferred Alternative for the Project; outlines the legal and regulatory
requirements for Section 106; summarizes efforts to identify and evaluate historic properties that could
be potentially affected by the Project, based on the Project’s 15 Percent (%) Plans (Appendix A);
presents an assessment of Project effects on historic properties located within the Project Area of
Potential of Effects (APE), as delineated in February 2020 (Appendix B); and describes FTA’s
determination of effect on historic properties for the undertaking.

As Project design work advances, FTA will review the Project’s 30%, 60%, 90%, and 100% Plans, and any
modifications to the 100% Plans, and assess whether any Project design changes would result in changes
to FTA's finding of effect included in this report. If FTA concludes that any previously made finding no
longer remains valid, FTA will make a new finding of effect and consult with consulting parties as
appropriate to consider the effect and ways to resolve any adverse effects.

1 The Metropolitan Council, Ramsey County, and MnDOT may be able to use the studies prepared under the Rush
Line BRT to help meet their responsibilities under Minnesota Statute.
2 Jay Ciavarella, FTA, letter to Sarah J. Beimers, MnSHPO, September 5, 2018.
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Figure 1. Overview of Rush Line BRT Project corridor and proposed stations
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Section 2: Project Description

The proposed Project is a 15-mile-long BRT line located in Ramsey County, Minnesota. Operating in both
mixed traffic and on a dedicated guideway, the BRT line extends along a northerly and easterly
alignment, connecting downtown Saint Paul with the suburban cities of Maplewood, Vadnais Heights,
Gem Lake, and White Bear Lake. The proposed Project includes 21 stations and three (3) park-and-rides,
two (2) using existing surface lots and/or parking structures, and the other requiring the construction of
a new parking structure. The proposed Project would also include pedestrian and bicycle access;
roadway, streetscape, and landscape improvements; and restructured local bus route connections.
Project development is at 15% design (see 15% Plans in Appendix A). A more detailed description of
proposed Project elements is included below.

Route

Much of the proposed 15-mile-long BRT route would be on or parallel to existing city, county, and state
roadways, either in mixed traffic or in a dedicated guideway as illustrated in Figure 1 above. According
to Project documentation, the northbound direction would have 11.8 miles (78% of the route) in
dedicated guideway and the southbound direction would have 11.2 miles (74% of the route) in
dedicated guideway. Dedicated guideway is defined as the pavement area designed and designated for
exclusive use by transit vehicles and, if needed, emergency vehicles.?

Approximately four (4) miles of the dedicated guideway is a dedicated BRT roadway separated from
existing vehicular roadways. The dedicated BRT roadway would consist of a two (2)-lane concrete
roadway with one (1) lane in each direction. Lanes would typically be 13 feet in width (26 feet wide
total). The dedicated BRT roadway would be built in the Ramsey County rail right-of-way from Johnson
Parkway to Beam Avenue and from County Road D to Buerkle Road. Ramsey County purchased the rail
right-of-way, which was originally part of the Lake Superior & Mississippi (LS&M) Railroad Corridor and
is identified as a historic property as part of this Project (XX-RRD-NPR0OO1, see below), in the early 1990s
to reserve it for future transit use. The location of Bruce Vento Regional Trail currently within this rail
right-of-way would be shifted to accommodate the construction of the dedicated BRT roadway.

The remainder of the Project’s dedicated guideway would consist of business access and transit (BAT)
lanes running adjacent to existing vehicular roadways. Non-transit and non-emergency vehicles can only
use BAT lanes at intersections and driveways to make right turns. These lanes would range from 11 to 15
feet in width. In a few instances, the number of traffic or parking lanes may be reduced or existing
shoulders would be expanded to accommodate the Project.

For the purposes of this report, “dedicated BRT roadway” and “dedicated BAT lane” will be used to
distinguish between the different types of dedicated guideways.

Stations

The proposed Project would include 21 stations, as depicted in Figure 1 above. However, four (4)
platforms in downtown Saint Paul would be constructed under the METRO Gold Line Project.* The
stations and associated platforms are as follows:

3 Environmental Assessment: Rush Line Bus Rapid Transit Project, DRAFT, dated September 2020, Section 2.3.1.
4 These serve the 5th/6th Street Station and the Union Depot Station. The METRO Gold Line is a proposed BRT
project that will connect Saint Paul, Maplewood, Landfall, Oakdale, and Woodbury generally along 1-94. It is
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e Union Depot Station: This station includes the existing Union Depot Bus Deck Platform and new
platforms on Sibley and Wacouta Streets (Sheets 4 and 32 of the 15% Plans). Although BRT
elements at the Union Depot Bus Deck Platform would be constructed as part of the Rush Line
BRT Project, the Sibley and Wacouta Street Platforms would be constructed as part of the
METRO Gold Line Project.

e 5th/6th Street Station: This station includes new platforms on 5th and 6th Streets (Sheets 4 and
5 of the 15% Plans, respectively). Both platforms would be constructed as part of the METRO
Gold Line Project.

e 10th Street Station: This station includes new, paired (i.e., directly across from each other)
platforms on Robert Street north of 10th Street (Sheet 5 of the 15% Plans).

e 14th Street Station: This station includes new, paired platforms on East 14th Street west of
Jackson Street (Sheet 5 of the 15% Plans).

e Mt. Airy Street Station: This station includes new, paired platforms on Jackson Street north of
Mt. Airy/Winter Street (Sheet 6 of the 15% Plans).

e Olive Street Station: This station includes new, offset platforms on Phalen Boulevard. The
northbound platform is east of Olive Street and the southbound platform is west of Olive Street
(Sheet 7 of the 15% Plans).

e (Cayuga Street Station: This station includes new, offset platforms on Phalen Boulevard. The
northbound platform is east of Cayuga Street and the southbound platform is west of Cayuga
Street (Sheet 7 of the 15% Plans).

e Payne Avenue Station: This station includes new, paired platforms on Phalen Boulevard west of
Payne Avenue (Sheet 8 of the 15% Plans).

e Arcade Street Station: This station includes new, paired platforms on Neid Lane west of Arcade
Street (Sheet 9 of the 15% Plans).

e Cook Avenue Station: This station includes new, offset platforms on either side of the dedicated
BRT roadway (Sheet 11 of the 15% Plans). The northbound platform is north of a new sidewalk
connection and the southbound platform is south of the sidewalk connection.

e Maryland Avenue Station: This station includes new, offset platforms on either side of the
dedicated BRT roadway. The northbound platform is north of Maryland Avenue and the
southbound platform is south of Maryland Avenue (Sheet 12 of the 15% Plans).

e larpenteur Avenue Station: This station includes new, paired platforms on either side of the
dedicated BRT roadway north of Larpenteur Avenue (Sheets 13 and 30 of the 15% Plans).

e Frost Avenue Station: This station includes new, paired platforms on either side of the dedicated
BRT roadway north of Frost Avenue (Sheet 14 of the 15% Plans).

e Highway 36 Station: This station includes new, paired platforms on either side of the dedicated
BRT roadway north of Gervais Avenue (Sheets 17 and 17A of the 15% Plans).

e Maplewood Mall Transit Center: This station includes improvements at exiting platforms at the
Maplewood Mall Transit Center (Sheets 20 and 36 of the 15% Plans).

e St. John’s Boulevard Station: This station includes new, offset platforms on either side of the
Hazelwood Street. The northbound platform is north of St. John’s Boulevard and the
southbound platform is south of St. John’s Boulevard (Sheet 19 of the 15% Plans).

expected to begin service in 2024 (before Rush Line BRT). More information on the METRO Gold Line is available at
https://www.metrotransit.org/gold-line-project.
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e Buerkle Road Station: This station includes new, paired platforms on either side of the dedicated
BRT roadway south of Buerkle Road (Sheet 21 of the 15% Plans).

e County Road E Station: This station includes new, paired platforms on either side of TH 61 south
of County Road E (Sheets 23 and 37 of the 15% Plans).

e Cedar Avenue Station: This station includes new, paired platforms on either side of TH 61 north
of Cedar Avenue (Sheet 25 of the 15% Plans).

e Whitaker Street Station: This station includes new, offset platforms on either side of TH 61. The
northbound platform is north of Whitaker Street and the southbound platform is south of
Whitaker Street (Sheet 27 of the 15% Plans).

e Downtown White Bear Lake Station: This station includes a single new platform on the east side
of Washington Avenue, between 7th and 8th Streets (Sheet 29 of the 15% Plans).

Station platforms would generally be 10 inches high, allowing both BRT and local buses to use the same
platforms. Typical platforms would be 60 to 80 feet long (see typical plans on Sheets 80—83 of the 15%
Plans). At some stations, including southbound 10th Street, 14th Street, Mt. Airy Street, Maplewood
Mall Transit Center, and Downtown White Bear Lake, BRT platforms would be combined with local bus
stops or extended to accommodate multiple buses, resulting in a total bus platform length of
approximately 130 feet. The roof shape and architectural design of stations are unknown at 15% design
and will be determined later. Stations would include ticket machines for off-board fare purchase, real-
time bus schedule information, bicycle parking, on-demand heat, trash and recycling bins, emergency
telephones, security cameras, energy-efficient station lighting, and information about the station, route,
transit system and neighborhood.

Park-and-Rides
The Build Alternative would serve one (1) existing park-and-ride and two (2) proposed park-and-rides:

e Highway 36: This is a new parking structure with 300 parking spaces (see Sheets 17, 34, and 35
of the 15% Plans). The parking structure would also provide some parking for Harvest Park and
Bruce Vento Regional Trail users. > A Build Alternative option without this park-and-ride is also
being investigated (see Sheet 17A of the 15% Plans).

e Maplewood Mall Transit Center: This is an existing parking structure and surface lot with 1,000
parking spaces. Improvements would be made to the station platforms and customer waiting
area. No new parking would be constructed (see Sheets 20 and 36 of the 15% Plans).

e County Road E: This is an existing surface parking lot for the TCO (Twin Cities Orthopedics)
Sports Garden, owned by Ramsey County. A portion of the lot would be reconfigured to
accommodate 70 parking spaces for transit use (see Sheets 23 and 37 of the 15% Plans).

Operations and Maintenance Facilities

The proposed Project would not construct a new operations and maintenance facility. The buses would
be serviced at the East Metro Garage, an existing Metro Transit operations and maintenance facility in
Saint Paul (see location on Sheet 34 of the 15% Plans). Electric charging stations would be added to the
interior of the existing facility, which would not reduce the facility’s current capacity of 214 buses. Some

5 Metro Transit is not the planned owner or manager of the proposed Highway 36 park-and-ride, and an
alternative ownership commitment has not been made at this time.
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of the current buses assigned to this facility would be assigned to another facility to provide space for
Rush Line BRT vehicles.

Bridges
The proposed Project includes seven (7) new bridges along the route to facilitate operations. Although

the bridges have not been given formal names, for the purposes of this report they will be referred to as
follows:

e Arcade Street Ramp: This bridge would transition BRT vehicles between the existing Arcade
Street Bridge (MnDOT Bridge 62062) and the dedicated BRT roadway in the Ramsey County rail
right-of-way north of Phalen Boulevard (see Sheets 9, 47, and 48 of the 15% Plans).

e Johnson Parkway Bridge: This bridge would carry the dedicated BRT roadway and Bruce Vento
Regional Trail over Johnson Parkway (see Sheets 11 and 52 of the 15% Plans).

e Gateway Trail Underpass: This bridge would carry the dedicated BRT roadway over the Gateway
State Trail. In addition, the new location of the Bruce Vento Regional Trail transitions between
the east and west sides of the dedicated BRT roadway under this bridge (see Sheet 15 of the
15% Plans).

e Weaver Trail Underpass: This bridge would carry the dedicated BRT roadway over the trail
connection between English Street and Weaver Elementary School (see Sheet 15 of the 15%
Plans).

e Highway 36 Bridge: This bridge would carry the dedicated BRT roadway over Trunk Highway (TH)
36 (see Sheets 16 and 55 of the 15% Plans).

e Fitch/Barclay Trail Underpass: This bridge would carry the dedicated BRT roadway over the trail
connection between Fitch Road and Barclay Street (see Sheet 18 of the 15% Plans).

e |-694 Bridge: This bridge would carry the dedicated BRT roadway over Interstate-694 (I-694, see
Sheets 21 and 60 of the 15% Plans).

Roadway Improvements

The proposed Project includes long-term physical modifications to existing roadways and intersections
affecting local circulation patterns. These changes would accommodate the introduction of the BRT
alignment and related facilities, improve access, and improve connectivity. Roadway improvements
include mill and overlay; turn lane additions; reconfiguration of lanes, widths, and parking; alignment
shifts; and construction of new overpasses.

Noise Barriers
The proposed Project does not include the removal, relocation, or construction of noise barriers.

Retaining Walls and Stormwater Management Facilities

The proposed Project includes retaining walls and stormwater management facilities throughout the
Project corridor. Although potential locations for these Project elements are delineated on the 15%
Plans, the exact size and design will be determined at a later date. In some cases, the Project elements
may be removed from consideration. Stormwater management facilities, including linear and stand-
alone facilities, are illustrated on the 15% Plans as “Potential Stormwater Best Management Practice
(BMP) Locations.” To facilitate references to the 15% Plans, this report refers to these facilities as BMPs.
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Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements
As noted in the description of the BRT route above, the location of Bruce Vento Regional Trail currently
within the rail right-of-way would be shifted to accommodate the construction of the dedicated BRT
roadway. The newly constructed trail within the right-of-way would typically be 12 feet wide. The
Project intends to follow the guidance outlined in the Ramsey County Rail Right-of-Way Design Guide,
produced as part of the Rush Line BRT Project, as part of design development within the rail right-of-

way.b

The proposed Project also includes a variety of bicycle and pedestrian improvements to provide safe
bicycle and pedestrian crossings of the proposed BRT alignment, to accommodate the proposed BRT and
roadway improvements, and/or to provide bicycle and pedestrian connections to the proposed BRT
stations. These improvements would affect several trails and sidewalks within the vicinity of the Project
and include, but are not limited to, construction of curb ramps and detectable warnings compliant with
the American with Disabilities Act (ADA) and relocations of regional and local trails and sidewalks along
much of the alignment outside of downtown Saint Paul. It also includes a number of new trail and
sidewalk connections to provide easy access to stations and fill gaps between existing facilities and

station areas.

BRT Operations and Vehicles
The BRT vehicles would operate from 5 a.m. to midnight on weekdays and Saturdays and from 6 a.m. to
10 p.m. on Sundays. Table 1 provides the assumed operating frequencies during these hours.

Table 1. Hours of Operation and Frequency

Day of Week Start Time End Time Frequency (minutes)
Weekdays 5a.m. 6 a.m. 15
6 a.m. 9a.m. 10
9a.m. 3 p.m. 15
3p.m. 6:30 p.m. 10
6:30 p.m. 12 a.m. 15
Saturdays 5a.m. 12 a.m. 15
Sundays 6 a.m. 10 p.m. 15

The Build Alternative would use 60-foot articulated electric buses (Figure 2). A charging station would be
constructed at the Union Depot Bus Deck Platform at the Union Depot Station, where buses would
charge for about 10 minutes during layovers. Additional charging stations would also be installed at the
East Metro Garage, as discussed in Operations and Maintenance above. Buses would operate at speeds
ranging from five (5) miles per hour (mph) to 50 mph, depending on location and whether they are in
mixed traffic, the dedicated BRT roadway, or a dedicated BAT lane. In downtown Saint Paul, buses
would primarily operate up to 25 mph in mixed traffic and in dedicated BAT lanes. Outside of downtown
Saint Paul, buses would operate at the posted speeds of between 25 and 45 mph in areas where they
operate in mixed traffic and in dedicated BAT lanes. On the dedicated BRT roadway, buses would

6 Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority, Ramsey County Rail Right-of-Way Design Guide, 2020.
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operate at speeds up to 45 mph. Finally, along TH 61, buses would operate in dedicated BAT lanes and
mixed traffic up to the posted speeds of 30 to 50 mph.”

Figure 2. Typical Articulated BRT Bus

7 Cross-Spectrum Acoustics Inc., “Noise and Vibration Technical Report, Draft,” Table 9.
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Section 3: Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act

Section 106 Legal and Regulatory Context

Prior to implementing an undertaking, Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act requires
Federal agencies to consider the effects of the undertaking on historic properties, which are properties
listed in or eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places (National Register).
Undertakings include projects a federal agency carries out, approves, licenses, or funds. Federal
agencies must also provide the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) a reasonable
opportunity to comment on the undertaking prior to the agency making a decision.

As described in 36 CFR Part 800, the Section 106 process includes the following steps:

e Initiation of the Section 106 process:
o Establish the undertaking;
o Notify the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) and any Tribal Historic Preservation Officers
(THPOs);
o Plan to involve the public; and
o ldentify other consulting parties, including tribes.
e |dentification of historic properties:
o Determine the APE; and
o Complete a survey of the APE to identify historic properties that are listed in or eligible for
inclusion in the National Register.
e Assessment of adverse effects:
o Apply criteria of adverse effect.
e Resolution of adverse effects:
o Continue consultation to consider measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate adverse effects;
o Reach agreement with the SHPO, any THPOs, and the ACHP (if it chooses to participate in the
consultation); and
o Prepare a Section 106 agreement to document measures that will be implemented by the
Federal agency to avoid, minimize, and/or mitigate adverse effects.

Section 106 Consultation

FTA initiated Section 106 consultation for the Project in 2018, and in accordance with 36 CFR Part 800.3,
has regularly consulted with the Minnesota State Historic Preservation Office (MnSHPOQ), Indian tribes,
local governments, and other parties with a demonstrated interest to consider effects of the Project on
historic properties.

Tribal Consultation

In July 2018, the FTA sent letters to Indian tribes with an interest in the portion of the state where the
Project would be built, requesting that they identify whether there were places of traditional religious or
cultural importance to the tribe within the vicinity of the proposed Project, and inviting them to
participate in further consultation. Letters were sent to the Lower Sioux Indian Community, Upper Sioux
Community, Prairie Island Indian Community, Shakopee Mdewakanton Sioux Community, Turtle
Mountain Band of Chippewa, Sisseton-Wahpeton Oyate, Santee Sioux Nation, and Fort Peck Assiniboine
and Sioux Tribes. No responses were received.
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To date, the FTA has not identified cultural resources with potential significance to tribes within the
Project’s APE. If such resources are identified in the future, consultation will proceed in accordance with
Section 106 requirements.

Agency Coordination

In July 2018, the FTA sent letters to local governments within the Project area, requesting their
involvement in Section 106 consultation for the Project. Letters were sent to Ramsey County; the Cities
of Gem Lake, Maplewood, Saint Paul, Vadnais Heights, and White Bear Lake; White Bear Lake Township;
and the Maplewood and Saint Paul Heritage Preservation Commissions (HPCs). All but the City of Gem
Lake and the Maplewood HPC responded to the invitation. In addition to formal consultation under
Section 106, representatives from local governments sit on three (3) committees providing guidance to
the Project: the Policy Advisory Committee, Community Advisory Committee, and the Technical Advisory
Committee, including its Issue Resolution Teams. MnDOT CRU attends committee meetings to address
any questions or concerns that arise related to Section 106 activities.

In September 2018, the FTA sent a letter to MnSHPO initiating Section 106 consultation for the
undertaking and authorizing MnDOT CRU and RCRRA “to prepare Section 106 documentation, analyses,
and recommendations to inform the FTA determinations” and “to consult directly with the [MnSHPO]
on technical matters related to Section 106 documentation and analysis as well as to disseminate
information to, and coordinate and schedule meetings with, consulting parties in coordination with
FTA.”®

In April 2019, the FTA notified USACE that the Project requires a Clean Water Act Section 404 permit and
invited the USACE to designate FTA as the lead Federal agency under 36 CFR 800.2(a)(2). In November
2019, USACE agreed that FTA should act as the lead Federal agency for the purposes of fulfilling their
collective responsibilities under Section 106 and indicated that USACE would like to remain a Section
106 consulting party.®

On September 15, 2020, the FHWA notified the FTA that the Project requires the use of Interstate right-
of-way and invited FTA to be the lead Federal agency under 36 CFR 800.2(a)(2). On September 25, 2020,
FTA accepted lead Federal agency status for the purposes of fulfilling FTA’s and FHWA's collective
responsibilities under Section 106. FHWA remains a Section 106 consulting party and will be an invited
signatory for any Section 106 agreements developed for the Project.?

8 Jay Ciavarella, FTA, letter to Sarah J. Beimers, MnSHPO, September 5, 2018. This letter was resubmitted to
MnSHPO on February 27, 2019, after MnDOT CRU determined that MnSHPO had not received the original
submittal. On March 29, 2019, MnSHPO accepted the initiation of Section 106 consultation and assigned SHPO
Number 2019-0985 to the Project. Sarah J. Beimers, MnSHPO, letter to Jay Ciavarella, FTA, March 29, 2019.

9 Kelley Brookins, FTA, letter to Chad Konickson, USACE, April 5, 2019; Marissa Merriman, USACE, letter to Kelley
Brookins, FTA, November 8, 2019.

10 Joe Campbell, FHWA, letter to Kelley Brookins, FTA, September 15, 2030; Kelley Brookins, FTA, letter to Joe
Campbell, FHWA, September 25, 2020.
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Project Submittals and Consultation
To partially comply with Section 106 requirements, FTA made the following submittals to MnSHPO and
other consulting parties for their review and comment:

e May9, 2019: Phase | Architecture/History Survey, Batch 01

e June 28, 2019: Phase | Architecture/History Survey, Batch 02

e (QOctober 29, 2019: Draft APE

e December 13, 2019: Phase | Architecture/History Survey, Batch 03

e February 19, 2020: Final APE

e June 4, 2020: Phase IA, |, and Il archaeological investigations and Phase |l evaluation of the LS&M
Railroad Corridor Historic District: Saint Paul to White Bear Lake Segment

e July 10, 2020: Phase | and Il architecture/history investigations

A consulting party meeting was held on July 16, 2020, to discuss the results of the identification efforts.
As a result of discussions at that meeting, the FTA added the Maplewood Area Historical Society and the
White Bear Lake Area Historical Society to the list of Section 106 consulting parties. On October 6, 2020,
the FTA invited the following entities to become consulting parties: Ramsey County Historical Society,
LS&M Railroad, Minnesota Transportation Museum, and Northern Pacific Railway Historical Association.
The Minnesota Transportation Museum declined to participate; none of the other entities responded.?

Additional consultation with MnSHPO and Section 106 consulting parties will continue to consider
potential effects on historic properties as outlined in this report and to resolve adverse effects.

Public Involvement

In accordance with 36 CFR Part 800.8, Section 106 consultation efforts were coordinated with the NEPA
process and related outreach activities and events. In particular, opportunities for the public to review
information and provide comments related to steps in the Section 106 process were incorporated, as
appropriate, into public meetings related to the NEPA and design and engineering processes. The
opportunities included public meetings of the Policy Advisory Committee and the Community Advisory
Committee and public engagement related to the Ramsey County Rail Right-of-Way Design Guide.
Additional information will be provided to the public at open houses to be held for the EA and Section
106 document will be posted to the project website.

11 Scott Hippert, Minnesota Transportation Museum, email to William Wheeler, FTA, November 3, 2020.
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Section 4: Identification of Historic Properties

Area of Potential Effects

An APE is “the geographical area or areas within which an undertaking may directly or indirectly cause
alterations in the character or use of historic properties, if any such properties exist. The APE is
influenced by the scale and nature of the undertaking and may be different for different kinds of effects
caused by the undertaking” (36 CFR Part 800.16[d]). An APE must account for both direct and indirect
effects, including temporary, permanent, and cumulative effects.

The FTA, with the assistance of MnDOT CRU and in consultation with MnSHPO and other consulting
parties, delineated an APE for the Project in February 2020 based on the Project’s plans as of July 25,
2019 (see Appendix B). 2 The APE was reviewed when the 15% Plans were finalized on August 7, 2020,
for the purposes of the draft EA and this assessment of effects and no changes are required. FTA will
review the APE at each successive step in design development to ensure it remains appropriate
throughout the course of the Project.

Identification and Evaluation of Historic Properties

Section 106 requires Federal agencies to consider the effects of their undertakings on historic
properties, which are those that are listed in, or eligible for inclusion in, the National Register. The
National Register is the nation’s official list of historic places worthy of preservation. Historic property
surveys of architecture/history and archaeological resources were undertaken to identify and evaluate
historic properties located within the Project’s APE.

National Register Criteria
In order to qualify for inclusion in the National Register, a property must possess significance under at
least one (1) of four (4) criteria:

A. Association with events that have made significant contributions to broad patterns of history.

B. Association with the lives of persons significant in our past.

C. Embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction; represent
the work of a master; possess high artistic values; or represent a significant and distinguishable
entity whose components may lack individual distinction.

D. Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.*3

In addition to possessing significance, to be eligible for the National Register a property must also retain
sufficient historic integrity or “the ability of a property to convey its significance.”** There are seven (7)
aspects or qualities that must be considered when determining whether a property retains integrity:

e Location: the place where the property was constructed or the place where the significant event
occurred;

12 Barbara Howard, MnDOT CRU, memorandum to William Wheeler and Elizabeth Breiseth, FTA, September 27,
2019; Jay Ciavarella, FTA, letter to Sarah J. Beimers, MnSHPO, October 29, 2019; George Gause, Saint Paul Heritage
Preservation Commission, to Maggie Jones, MnDOT CRU, November 20, 2019; Sarah J. Beimers, MnSHPO, letter to
Jay Ciavarella, FTA, December 3, 2019; Jay Ciavarella, FTA, letter to Sarah Beimers, MnSHPO, February 19, 2020.

13 National Park Service, 36 CFR Part 60.4 Criteria for Evaluation.

1 National Park Service, National Register Bulletin: How to Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation, 44.
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e Design: the combination of elements that create the form, plan, space, structure, and style of a
property;

e Setting: the physical environment of a property;

e Materials: the physical elements that were combined or deposited during a particular period of
time and in a particular pattern or configuration to form a property;

e  Workmanship: the physical evidence of the crafts of a particular culture or people during any
given period in history or prehistory;

e Feeling: a property’s expression of the aesthetic or historic sense of a particular period of time;
and

e Association: the direct link between an important historic event or person and a historic
property.

Historic Property Surveys

In order to streamline the identification process for the Project, architecture/history survey and
archaeological investigations began prior to the finalization of the Project’s APE. As a result, the
architecture/history survey area extends beyond the APE in several locations. The archaeological
investigations focused on locations of proposed ground disturbance (often described as the “limits of
disturbance” or LOD) and, therefore, the archaeological survey area is smaller than the APE in several
locations. FTA has identified all known historic properties in the APE based on the results of the
following survey reports:

e Phase IA Literature Review, Phase | Archaeological Investigations and Phase Il Archaeological
Investigations of 21RA82 for the Rush Line BRT Project, Ramsey County, Minnesota (Mississippi
Valley Archaeology Center, 2020): Archaeological investigations focused on areas where ground-
disturbing activities have the potential to affect archaeological resources. Mississippi Valley
Archaeology Center (MVAC) conducted archaeological investigations for the Project during the
fall of 2018 and spring of 2019. The results of their investigations are summarized in a report
submitted to consulting parties in June 2020. MnSHPO concurred with the results of
archaeological investigation in a letter dated August 4, 2020.

e Phase | Architecture/History Survey and Phase Il Evaluation for the Rush Line Bus Rapid Transit
Project Ramsey County, Minnesota (Mead & Hunt, 2020): Architecture/history investigations
included properties built prior to 1979, representing 45 years prior to the date Project
construction is anticipated to begin (originally anticipated to be 2023). Mead & Hunt conducted
architecture/history investigations for the Project beginning in June 2018 and continuing
through May 2020. The results of their work was submitted to consulting parties over the course
of 2019 and summarized in a report submitted to consulting parties in July 2020. In a letter
dated September 15, 2020, MnSHPO concurred with the results of the architecture/history
investigation, with three (3) exceptions. The FTA responded to the concerns in a letter dated
October 2, 2020. MnSHPO concurred with the results of the architecture/history investigation in
a letter dated October 30, 2020.%

15 In their September 15, 2020 letter, MnSHPO disagreed with FTA’s finding that the First Evangelical Lutheran
Church (RA-WBC-0174) is National Register—eligible; the FTA deferred to MnSHPQ’s opinion and removed the
property from consideration within this assessment of effects. MnSHPO also requested additional information on
the Lions and Lioness Hall (RA-MW(C-0136) and Mount Airy Homes Public Housing Complex (RA-SPC-5915). In their
October 2, 2020 letter, FTA disagreed, noting additional research and evaluation would not be consistent with the
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e Phase Il Evaluation Lake Superior & Mississippi Railroad Corridor Historic District: Saint Paul to
White Bear Lake Segment (SHPO Inventory Number: XX-RRD-NPR0O1), Rush Line Bus Rapid
Transit Project, Ramsey County, Minnesota (Mead & Hunt and Mississippi Valley Archaeology
Center, 2020): A portion of the former mainline of the LS&M Railroad, previously determined
eligible for inclusion in the National Register, is located within the APE. MnDOT CRU determined
supplemental information would be need to adequately assess effects because the historic
property is proposed to be directly and physically affected by the Project. The Phase Il
evaluation was prepared jointly by Mead & Hunt and MVAC and summarized in a report
submitted to consulting parties in June 2020. MnSHPO concurred with the results of the
evaluation in a letter dated August 4, 2020.

Results of Investigations

In total, 28 properties either listed in, or eligible for inclusion in, the National Register have been
identified within the Project’s APE (see Table 2 and Appendix B). This includes two (2) properties that
are being treated as eligible for inclusion in the National Register for the purposes of the Rush Line BRT
Project (Johnson Parkway and Site 21RA70). A description and summary of each property’s National
Register significance is included in Section 5. To inform the assessment of effects, each summary
includes the National Register Criteria, area(s) of significance, and period(s) of significance identified for
the property.

Table 2. Historic Properties Listed In or Determined Eligible for Inclusion in the National

Register'®
Inventory or Site National Register
Number Property Name Address City Status'’
RA-SPC-4580 Lowertown Historic Roughly bounded by | Saint Paul Listed
District Shepard Road,
Kellogg Boulevard,
Broadway Street, 7th
Street, and Sibley
Street
RA-SPC-5225 Saint Paul Union 214 East 4th Street Saint Paul Listed;
RA-SPC-6907 Depot Lowertown: C
RA-SPC-5462 Finch, Van Slyck and 360-366 Wacouta Saint Paul Listed;
McConville Dry Street Lowertown: C
Goods Company

magnitude and nature of Rush Line BRT undertaking. In their October 30, 2020 response, MnSHPO concurred that
the Lions and Lioness Hall was not eligible for inclusion in the National Register and should be reevaluated when it
reaches the 50-year age threshold for its association with the Hmong community. They also concurred that the
Mount Airy Homes Public Housing Complex is not eligible for inclusion in the National Register.

16 Historic properties are in the order they are presented in this report, which generally runs from south to north,
except where properties are grouped, such as with the resources associated with the LS&M Railroad.

17 within the National Register Status column, “Listed” or “Eligible” refers to the status of the individual resource.
For individually listed or eligible resources that are also located within historic districts, “C” means the property is
contributing to the district and “NC” means the property is noncontributing to the district.
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Inventory or Site

National Register

Number Property Name Address City Status'’
RA-SPC-8364 Saint Paul Urban Roughly between 6th | Saint Paul Eligible
Renewal Historic Street, Kellogg
District Boulevard, Wabasha
Street, and Jackson
Street
RA-SPC-3168 First Farmers and 332 Minnesota Street | Saint Paul Eligible;
Merchants National Urban Renewal:
Bank Building NC
RA-SPC-4645 First National Bank of | 332 Minnesota Street | Saint Paul Eligible;
Saint Paul Urban Renewal:
NC
RA-SPC-3167 Pioneer and Endicott | 322-350 North Saint Paul Listed (RA-SPC-
RA-SPC-3169 Buildings Robert Street, 141 3167, 3169, and
RA-SPC-5223 East 4th Street, 142 5223); Eligible
RA-SPC-6903 East 5th Street (RA-SPC-6903)
RA-SPC-3170 Manhattan Building 360 North Robert Saint Paul Listed
(aka Empire Building) | Street
RA-SPC-3171 Golden Rule 85-95 7th Place Saint Paul Eligible
Department Store
Building
RA-SPC-3174 Foot, Schulze & 500 North Robert Saint Paul Eligible
Company Building Street
RA-SPC-6330 Produce Exchange 523 Jackson Street Saint Paul Eligible
Building
RA-SPC-5918 Great Northern Saint Paul to Saint Paul Eligible
Railroad Corridor Minneapolis
Historic District
RA-SPC-4582 StPM&M Railway Jackson Street and Saint Paul Listed;
Company Shops Pennsylvania Avenue Great Northern
Historic District Railroad Corridor:
C
RA-SPC-5618 Westminster Roughly bounded by | Saint Paul Eligible;

Junction

the Lafayette Road
Bridge, I-35E, a line
approximately 1,300
feet south of the
Cayuga Street Bridge,
and a line
approximately 400
feet southwest of the
Cayuga Street/Phalen
Boulevard
intersection

Great Northern
Railroad Corridor:
C
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Inventory or Site National Register
Number Property Name Address City Status'’
XX-RRD-CNWO0O01 | StPS&TF/Omaha Saint Paul to Saint Paul Eligible
Road Railroad Stillwater Junction
Corridor Historic Segment
District
XX-RRD-NPROO1 LS&M Railroad Saint Paul to White Saint Paul, Eligible
Corridor Historic Bear Lake Segment Maplewood,
District Vadnais
Heights and
White Bear
Lake
XX-RRD-NPR004 | 1868 Alignment of Between Eldridge Maplewood | Eligible
the LS&M Railroad Avenue East and LS&M Railroad
County Road B East Corridor Historic
District: C
XX-RRD-NPR003 | 1868 Alignment of Between Gervais Maplewood | Eligible
the LS&M Railroad Avenue and County LS&M Railroad
Road C Corridor Historic
District: C
XX-RRD-NPR0O02 | 1868 Alignment of Between Kohlman Maplewood | Eligible
the LS&M Railroad and Beam Avenues LS&M Railroad
Corridor Historic
District: C
XX-RRD-NPROOQ5 LS&M Railroad White Bear Lake to White Bear | Eligible
Corridor Historic Hugo Segment Lake
District
RA-SPC-2926 Theodore Hamm Minnehaha Avenue Saint Paul Eligible
Brewing Company East between Payne
Complex Avenue & Stroh Drive
RA-SPC-0455 3M Administration 777 Forest Street Saint Paul Listed
Building (3M Main
Plant, Building 21)
RA-SPC-10850 Phalen Park 1600 Phalen Drive Saint Paul Eligible
RA-SPC-8497 Johnson Parkway Johnson Parkway Saint Paul Treated as Eligible
RA-SPC-5685 from Indian Mounds
Park to Lake Phalen
Site 21RA70 Gladstone Shops Southwest corner of | Maplewood | Treated as Eligible
(Gladstone Savanna Frost Avenue and
Neighborhood English Street
Preserve)
RA-MWC-0134 Moose Lodge 963 1946 English Street Maplewood | Eligible
North
RA-MWC-0106 Madeline L. Weaver 2135 Binghamton Maplewood | Eligible
Elementary School Street
RA-WBC-0031 Polar Chevrolet 1801 County Road F White Bear | Eligible
Bear/Paul R. Bear East Lake
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Section 5: Assessment of Effects

Assessing Effects on Historic Properties

The criteria used to assess effects of Federal undertakings on historic properties are set forth in 36 CFR
Part 800.5(a)(1):

An adverse effect is found when an undertaking may alter, directly or indirectly, any
of the characteristics of a historic property that qualify the property for inclusion in
the National Register in a manner that would diminish the integrity of the property's
location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, or association.
Consideration shall be given to all qualifying characteristics of a historic property,
including those that may have been identified subsequent to the original evaluation
of the property's eligibility for the National Register. Adverse effects may include
reasonably foreseeable effects caused by the undertaking that may occur later in
time, be farther removed in distance or be cumulative.

An adverse effect can occur if any aspect of a historic property’s integrity is diminished. Examples of
adverse effects are identified in 36 CFR Part 800.5(a)(2) and include, but are not limited to:

e Physical destruction of or damage to all or part of the property;

e Alteration of a property that is not consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for
the Treatment of Historic Properties (SOl Standards; 36 CFR Part 68) and applicable guidelines;

e Removal of the property from its historic location;

e Change of the character of the property’s use or of physical features within the property’s setting
that contribute to its historic significance;

e Introduction of visual, atmospheric, or audible elements that diminish the integrity of the
property’s significant historic features;

e Neglect of a property that causes its deterioration; and

e Transfer, lease, or sale of property out of Federal ownership or control without adequate and
legally enforceable restrictions or conditions to ensure long-term preservation of the property's
historic significance.

An undertaking may have an effect on a historic property, but this does not necessarily constitute an
adverse effect. For example, Project elements may be visible from a historic property without the effect
rising to the level of an adverse effect. In this example, factors to consider when assessing whether the
visual effect is adverse include proximity of Project components to the historic property, the nature of
the Project element being introduced to the setting, the significance of the views to and from the
historic property, and the overall importance of integrity of setting to the historic property’s ability to
convey its significance and maintain its eligibility for inclusion in the National Register.
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Project Documentation

The effects assessments below are based on the Project’s 15% Plans dated August 7, 2020, and the most
recent draft text prepared for the Environmental Assessment dated September 2020, including the
following supporting technical materials®®:

e  “Air Quality Technical Report, Draft,” prepared by SRF Consulting Group, Inc., September 2020

e “Alternatives Refinement Summary Report, Draft,” prepared by Kimley-Horn and Associates,
Inc., September 2020

e “Environmental Justice Technical Report, Draft,” prepared by SRF Consulting Group, Inc.,
September 2020

o “Freight Rail Memorandum, Draft,” prepared by Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc., September
2020

e “Indirect and Cumulative Effects Technical Report, Draft,” prepared by Kimley-Horn and
Associates, Inc., September 2020

e “Land Use and Economics Technical Report, Draft,” prepared by SRF Consulting Group, Inc.,
September 2020

e  “Natural Resources Technical Report, Draft,” prepared by Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.,
September 2020

e “Noise and Vibration Technical Report, Draft,” prepared by Cross-Spectrum Acoustics, Inc.,
September 2020

e “Purpose and Need Technical Report, Draft,” prepared by Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.,
September 2020

e “Section 4(f) Evaluation, Draft,” prepared by Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc., September 2020

e “Stormwater and Water Quality Technical Report, Draft,” prepared by Kimley-Horn and
Associates, Inc., September 2020

o “Traffic Technical Report, Draft,” prepared by Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc., September 2020

o “Visual Resources Memorandum, Draft,” prepared by SRF Consulting Group, Inc., September
2020

Effects Assessment

MnDOT CRU staff meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards (48 FR
44738-44739) in archaeology, architectural history, historic architecture, and history reviewed the
above-referenced Project documentation and prepared effects assessments for each historic property
within the APE. Analysis considered physical; visual; atmospheric; noise and vibration; traffic, access,
and parking; cumulative; and indirect effects. Through its analysis, MnDOT CRU identified potential
effects that are common throughout the corridor and not particular to specific historic properties; these
General Project Effects are presented first. Analysis also identified potential effects that are specific to
individual historic properties based on Project elements in particular locations. The individual historic
property assessments are organized generally from south to north along the Project corridor, with
individual properties that are also in historic districts included within the assessment for the district.
Please note that because the architectural design for individual shelters, bridges, and the Highway 36

18 Because this assessment of effects is being prepared concurrently with the draft Environmental Assessment,
page numbers, tables, and illustrations cited throughout this report may differ slightly from the final versions,
which will be published in the coming months.
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park-and-ride is not known, it is not accounted for in the effects assessments below. As design
development progresses, FTA will assess the need to adjust the Project APE and/or the finding of effect
for any historic properties.

General Project Effects

Physical

The proposed Project could physically affect several historic properties and unintentionally damage
historic properties depending on where the proposed LOD for construction falls in relation to historic
property boundaries. Due to the unique nature of these potential physical effects, individual property
assessments, below, discuss potential physical effects. In some cases, construction protection measures
are recommended to minimize or avoid unintended damage to historic properties during construction.
These measures would be incorporated into a Construction Protection Plan for Historic Properties
(CPPHP) as part of construction documents.

Visual
The proposed Project would visually affect several historic properties. Due to the unique nature of these
visual effects, individual property assessments, below, discuss potential physical effects.

Atmospheric

New transportation systems have the potential to result in increased air pollutant emissions in proximity
to historic properties. Project documentation, however, confirms BRT operations using all-electric, zero-
emission buses would result in no exceedances of air pollutant concentrations.?® Further, although
exceedances of air pollutant concentrations from construction equipment or disturbed soils are not
anticipated during Project construction, the Project is prepared to implement Environmental Protection
Agency-recommended measures to avoid or reduce impacts on air quality where necessary. These
avoidance and mitigation measures range from minimizing ground disturbance during construction to
revegetating disturbed land following construction.?’ No adverse effects due to atmospheric changes are
anticipated within the APE.

Noise & Vibration

The Project has identified several historic properties as having noise-sensitive land uses; these include
the St. Paul, Minneapolis, and Manitoba (StPM&M) Railway Company Shops Historic District (occupied
by the Minnesota Transportation Museum), the Urban Renewal Historic District (including Twin Cities
PBS and residential buildings), and Lowertown Historic District (residential buildings).?* Despite the
identification of noise-sensitive land uses in historic properties, no adverse effects are anticipated from
either noise or vibration during the operational phase of the BRT. Project documentation confirms that
the Project would “add a negligible amount of noise” that would not exceed noise impact criteria.?? The
Project does not meet FTA guidelines for conducting vibration screening due to the use of rubber-tired
vehicles, newly paved dedicated BRT guideways and dedicated BAT lanes, and the shared use of existing
traffic lanes.”

19 SRF Consulting Group, Inc., “Air Quality Technical Report, Draft,” 10.
20 SRF Consulting Group, Inc., “Air Quality Technical Report, Draft,” 11.
21 Cross-Spectrum Acoustics Inc., “Noise and Vibration Technical Report, Draft,” 11.
22 Cross-Spectrum Acoustics Inc., “Noise and Vibration Technical Report, Draft,” 18.
23 Cross-Spectrum Acoustics Inc., “Noise and Vibration Technical Report, Draft,” 10.
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Temporary noise and vibration during construction is anticipated and was considered as part of APE
development. In addition to typical construction noise from equipment and construction activities, pile
driving may be used for elevated structures and retaining walls. Project documentation notes that a
“gquantitative assessment of construction noise and vibration impacts will be conducted as engineering
advances when detailed construction scenarios are available.”?* Project documentation also notes that
in residential areas, the impact from construction noise can extend to 120 feet during the day and 380
feet at night, while impact pile driving has a noise impact of up to 250 feet. The potential for damage
from construction vibration can extend to 25 feet from construction sites, with potential damage from
impact pile driving extending to 55 feet. According to the Noise and Vibration Technical Report, there
“are no [vibration] sensitive receivers within 25 feet of the project corridor in areas where construction
would occur, and there are no receivers within 55 feet of locations where pile driving would occur.”?®
Based on current Project documentation, no historic properties will be subject to construction noise or
vibration in a manner that would constitute an adverse effect; however, as Project plans progress, FTA
will continue to assess the need to adjust the finding of effect for any historic properties based on
anticipated noise and vibration during construction. Any potential adverse effects due to construction
noise and vibration can typically be avoided through the preparation and implementation of a CPPHP
that includes a Noise Mitigation Plan and/or Vibration Management and Remediation Measures.

Traffic, Access, and Parking

In general, no adverse effects are anticipated from temporary or permanent changes in traffic, access,
or parking. However, the proposed Project would have minor permanent effects, including land
acquisition and changes to traffic, near historic properties. Due to the unique nature of these effects,
individual property assessments will discuss potential permanent effects.

Traffic analysis included Project areas “impacted by changes to roadway geometry or traffic control.” %
Project documentation notes that for the majority of downtown Saint Paul, BRT buses running in mixed
traffic would result in “only a 1 to 2 percent change in traffic volumes” and “traffic impacts are not
expected.”?” For the remainder of the traffic analysis’s study area, beginning with Robert Street in Saint
Paul and extending to White Bear Lake, Project documents outline locations on Robert Street, Phalen
Boulevard, Neid Lane, and Highway 61 where queuing issues have been identified. For intersections with
gueuing issues, the Project developed recommended mitigation measures, including diversion to
alternative routes, extending or restriping turn lanes, and adjusting signal timing and priority
parameters. These mitigation measures will be incorporated into the Project pending approval by the
appropriate roadway authority.?

The Project is generally anticipated to “improve” or “enhance” access to community facilities, including
historic properties like Phalen Park and Weaver Elementary School near stations in Saint Paul,
Maplewood, Vadnais Heights, and White Bear Lake.?® The Project is anticipated to have no impacts to
community facilities near stations in White Bear Township and Gem Lake.

24 Cross-Spectrum Acoustics Inc., “Noise and Vibration Technical Report, Draft,” 21.

25 Cross-Spectrum Acoustics Inc., “Noise and Vibration Technical Report, Draft,” 21-22.

26 Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc., “Traffic Technical Report, Draft,” 4.

27 Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc., “Traffic Technical Report, Draft,” 4-5.

28 Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc., “Traffic Technical Report, Draft,” 32—-34.

2% SRF Consulting Group, Inc., “Land Use and Economics Technical Report, Draft,” Section 4.4.
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Although parking spaces would be permanently lost in Saint Paul, Maplewood, and White Bear Lake,
Project documentation indicates the losses would not have adverse impacts due to alternative parking
options.* Parking options would increase in Vadnais Heights through the construction of an at-grade
park-and-ride (a shared-use facility), serving the County Road E Station. Another park-and-ride is also an
option being considered near Harvest Park in Maplewood and would increase parking options.

During construction, the Project would temporarily affect traffic, access, and parking. Temporary
construction easements would also be needed for construction staging. Traffic impacts may include
lane, intersection, and roadway closures and detours, possibly increasing congestion in local areas for
short periods of time. In addition, construction may also require the temporary loss of some on-street
parking. However, the Project is developing a detailed construction staging plan, including phasing,
signage, detours, and communications with residents and business owners, to minimize construction
impacts.3! Therefore, no adverse effects are anticipated due to changes in traffic, access, and parking
during construction.

Cumulative

The Project has identified a number of projects either underway or proposed by others that “could
compound anticipated impacts and contribute to cumulative effects” and has concluded that “the
combined project-related impacts are not anticipated to require avoidance, minimization or mitigation
measures other than those identified in the EA.”3? Individual property assessments discuss any potential
for cumulative effects to historic properties in relation to the particular type of effect (e.g., physical,
visual, traffic, etc.). Each assessment pays particular attention to undertakings being coordinated with
the Rush Line BRT Project. For example, with the exception of the 10th Street Station and Union Depot
Station, construction in downtown Saint Paul is being completed under the METRO Gold Line BRT
Project and, therefore, the potential for physical effects is handled under that project’s assessment of
effects. However, the increased and cumulative effects of bus traffic due to the Rush Line BRT is
discussed in the individual assessments. No adverse effects are anticipated due to the cumulative bus
traffic.

Indirect

The Project anticipates new transit-oriented development (TOD) near the station areas, which has the
potential to cause indirect, visual effects to historic properties. Project-induced TOD can only occur in
accordance with local planning efforts and is generally considered to benefit municipalities “by helping
them achieve their long-range land use and transportation goals.”3 In-depth station area planning is
proposed to begin in the coming months. In order to minimize the potential for adverse indirect effects
due to TOD, station area planning for the following stations will consider nearby historic properties:

e 10th Street Station: Foot, Schulze & Company Building, Produce Exchange Building
e Qlive Street Station: Great Northern Railroad Corridor, Westminster Junction

30 SRF Consulting Group, Inc., “Land Use and Economics Technical Report, Draft,” Section 4.4. Project documents
note differences in Maplewood depending on the option chosen for the parking facility at the Highway 36 Station;
however, neither option is anticipated to result in adverse effects to community facilities, character, or cohesion.
31 SRF Consulting Group, Inc., “Land Use and Economics Technical Report, Draft,” Sections 4.5 and 5.5; Kimley-Horn
and Associates, Inc., “Traffic Technical Report, Draft,” Section 4.2.2.

32 Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc., “Indirect and Cumulative Effects Technical Report, Draft,” 4, 16, Table 1.

33 Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc., “Indirect and Cumulative Effects Technical Report, Draft,” 17.
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e (Cayuga Street Station: Great Northern Railroad Corridor, Westminster Junction,
StPS&TF/Omaha Road Railroad Corridor Historic District

e Payne Avenue Station: StPS&TF/Omaha Road Railroad Corridor Historic District, Theodore
Hamm Brewing Company Complex

e Arcade Street Station: StPS&TF/Omaha Road Railroad Corridor Historic District, Theodore Hamm
Brewing Company Complex; 3M Administration Building

e Cook Avenue Station: Johnson Parkway, LS&M Railroad Corridor Historic District

e Maryland Avenue Station: Phalen Park, Johnson Parkway, LS&M Railroad Corridor Historic
District

e larpenteur Avenue Station: LS&M Railroad Corridor Historic District

e Frost Avenue Station: LS&M Railroad Corridor Historic District, Site 21RA70, Moose Lodge 963

e Highway 36 Station: LS&M Railroad Corridor Historic District

e Buerkle Road Station: LS&M Railroad Corridor Historic District

e Whitaker Street Station: LS&M Railroad Corridor Historic District

If any Station Area Plans are formally adopted by local municipalities, FTA will assess the need to adjust
the Project APE and/or the finding of effect for any historic properties.

East Metro Garage Charging Stations

North of the project corridor in Saint Paul, electric charging stations are proposed to be added to the
interior of the East Metro Garage, an existing Metro Transit operations and maintenance facility built in
2001 (see Sheets 7 and 33 of the 15% Plans).3* The changes to the interior of this modern facility have
no potential to affect any of the identified historic properties.

Properties Associated with the Lowertown Historic District

A number of resources associated with the Lowertown Historic District in downtown Saint Paul are
located within the Project APE (see Table 3). Due to the close historical associations and physical
proximity of the properties within the historic district, potential Project effects are assessed collectively.

Table 3. Lowertown Historic District Resources in the Project APE

Inventory No. Property Name Address Status
RA-SPC-3351 Smith Park (Mears Park) 220 East 6th Street, Saint Paul C
RA-SPC-3352 Gordon and Ferguson Building 331-341 Sibley Street, Saint Paul C
RA-SPC-3353 John Wann Building 350-364 Sibley Street, Saint Paul C
RA-SPC-4519 Commercial Building/Depot Bar 241 Kellogg Boulevard East, Saint NC
Paul
RA-SPC-4520 Weyerhauser-Denkman Building 255 Kellogg Boulevard East, Saint C
Paul
RA-SPC-4521 Wells Fargo Express Company 271 Kellogg Boulevard East, Saint C
Building Paul

34 The construction of this facility resulted in No Adverse Effect to Westminster Junction; see SHPO No. 1999-1621.
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Inventory No. Property Name Address Status
RA-SPC-4522 James J. Hill Office Building 281-299 Kellogg Boulevard East, C
Saint Paul

RA-SPC-4523 Griggs and Foster's Farwell, Ozmun | 319 Kellogg Boulevard East, Saint C
and Kirk Building Paul

RA-SPC-5224 Samco Sportswear Company 205-213 East 4th Street, Saint Paul C

RA-SPC-5225, Saint Paul Union Depot 214 East 4th Street, Saint Paul C

RA-SPC-6907

RA-SPC-5226 Michaud Brothers Building 249-253 East 4th Street, Saint Paul C

RA-SPC-5227 Hackett Block 262-270 East 4th Street, Saint Paul C

RA-SPC-5228 Chicago, St. Paul, Minneapolis and 275 East 4th Street, Saint Paul C
Omaha Railroad Office Building

RA-SPC-5246 Railroad and Bank Building 176 East 5th Street, Saint Paul C
(Burlington Northern)

RA-SPC-5248 Fairbanks-Morse Company 220 East 5th Street, Saint Paul C

RA-SPC-5249 Powers Dry Goods Company 230-236 East 5th Street, Saint Paul C

RA-SPC-5250 Conrad Gotzian Shoe Company 242-280 East 4th Street, Saint Paul C
Building

RA-SPC-5251 Mike and Vic's Café/Commercial 258-260 East 5th Street, Saint Paul C
Building/Carriage Warehouse

RA-SPC-5461 Paul Gotzian Building 352 Wacouta Street, Saint Paul C

RA-SPC-5462 Finch, Van Slyck and McConville Dry | 360-366 Wacouta Street, Saint Paul C
Goods Company

The following resources within the Lowertown Historic District and the Project APE are also individually
listed in the National Register:

e Saint Paul Union Depot (RA-SPC-5225, RA-SPC-6907)
e Finch, Van Slyck and McConville Dry Goods Company (RA-SPC-5462)

Information specific to these historic properties is further discussed below.
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Description & Historic Significance

Lowertown Historic District (RA-SPC-4580)
Roughly bounded by Shepard Road, Kellogg Boulevard, Broadway Street, 7th Street, and Sibley Street,
Saint Paul

The Lowertown Historic District covers 16 blocks located on the eastern edge of downtown Saint Paul,
north of the Mississippi River.3> The district, which is roughly bounded by Shepard Road, Kellogg
Boulevard, Broadway Street, 7th Place East, and Sibley Streets, contains primarily late 19th- and early
20th-century warehouses and wholesale buildings constructed for railroad-related businesses (Figure 3).
The commercial buildings serve a utilitarian function, but were often designed by prominent architects
to convey the prominent styles of the time, including Italianate, Queen Anne, Richardsonian
Romanesque, Beaux Arts, and Classical Revival. Properties are built up to the right-of-way and abut
adjacent buildings on the street-facing side, with gaps only for rear alley access.®

Figure 3. 6th Street to the north of Mears Park, showing a representative example of
Lowertown Historic District’s architectural character and streetscape.

The Lowertown Historic District was listed in the National Register in 1983 and is significant under
Criterion A in the areas of Commerce, Industry, and Transportation for being the site of a major railroad
hub and the location of Saint Paul’s warehouse and wholesaling district during the late 19th and early
20th centuries. Lowertown is also significant under Criterion C in the areas of:

e Architecture, for its collection of commercial buildings, many designed by nationally recognized
architects;

35 Information on the Lowertown Historic District comes from Patricia Murphy and Susan Granger, “Lowertown
Historic District,” National Register of Historic Places Inventory-Nomination Form, 1981.

36 Sanborn Map Company, Insurance Maps of St. Paul, Minnesota, Volume 1 (New York: Sanborn Map Company,
1926), Sheets 22-24, 29-31, 38-40.
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e Community Planning, for the grid street platting and design and grade changes made to
accommodate the needs of the growing warehousing area, and for the placement of Mears
(formerly Smith) Park; and

e Landscape Architecture for Mears (Smith) Park which has been maintained since the block’s
conversion to a park in the 1870s.%’

The historic district’s period of significance extends from 1870 to 1923, the construction dates of the
earliest and last contributing resources within the district, respectively. Overall, the Lowertown Historic
District retains good integrity of workmanship, design, materials, location, association, and feeling.
Character-defining features include the design of the contributing properties, which have simple block
massing with a variety of applied styles; a grid street pattern; sloping topography toward the river; and
Mears (formerly Smith) Park as the nucleus and visual center—all “dramatic street patterns and grade
changes which were made in the 1870s.”3 While the roadways and sidewalks provide a physical
framework for the historic district, they have been rebuilt or reconstructed numerous times since the
end of the period of significance and no longer maintain integrity of material, design, or workmanship.

Lowertown was designated a City of St. Paul Local Heritage Preservation District in 1984; however, the
Lowertown Heritage Preservation District has a different boundary than the National Register-listed
Lowertown Historic District.3°

Saint Paul Union Depot (RA-SPC-5225, RA-SPC-6907)
214 East 4th Street, Saint Paul

Constructed between 1917 and 1926 at the southern edge of downtown St. Paul and overlooking the
Mississippi River, the Saint Paul Union Depot (Union Depot) is a five (5)-story, limestone-clad,
Neoclassical style railroad depot that is now a multimodal facility (Figure 4).*° The property includes a
semi-circular front approach and lawn, headhouse, concourse, waiting room, stair tower, Kellogg entry
addition (2012), train and bus deck, parking garage, and train yard (Figure 5). Union Depot was designed
by architect Charles Sumner Frost, who was prolific in railroad station and depot design.

37 A. Ruger and Chicago Lithographing Company, Saint Paul, Minnesota (map), (Chicago: Chicago Lithographing
Company, 1867), https://www.loc.gov/item/73693464 (accessed April 3, 2020); A. T. Andreas, Plan of the City of
St. Paul and vicinity with Capitol, Reform School and Post Office and Custom House (Chicago: A. T. Andreas, 1874),
https://reflections.mndigital.org/catalog/mhs:1192 (accessed April 3, 2020).

38 Murphy and Granger, “Lowertown Historic District,” Statement of Significance, paragraph 1.

3% The Lowertown Heritage Preservation District has three (3) additional blocks on the west side of Sibley Street
between 7th Place East and Kellogg Boulevard East, as seen in online mapping at the City of Saint Paul website
https://www.stpaul.gov/departments/planning-economic-development/heritage-preservation/historic-districts-
and-individual (accessed July 30, 2020).

40 Information on the Saint Paul Union Depot comes from Thomas Lutz and Lynne VanBrocklin, “St. Paul Union
Depot,” National Register of Historic Places Inventory-Nomination Form, 1974, and Cleary Larkin, “St. Paul Union
Depot [Boundary Increase],” National Register of Historic Places Registration Form, 2013.
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Figure 4. Union Depot, facing east-northeast.

Figure 5. Union Depot components.*!

Union Depot was originally listed in the National Register in 1974 and the boundary was increased in
2014. The property has statewide significance under Criterion A in the areas of Transportation,
Commerce, and Industry and under Criterion C in the areas of Architecture and Engineering. In the areas
of Transportation, Commerce and Industry, Union Depot characterizes St. Paul’s early 20th-century

41 Larkin, “St. Paul Union Depot [Boundary Increase],” 78.
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buildings which reflected the importance of railroad transportation in the early growth, expansion, and
prosperity of the quickly growing commercial center. In the area of Architecture, Union Depot is
significant for its use of the Neoclassical style, which was prevalent in public and governmental buildings
between the World Wars. In the area of Engineering, Union Depot is significant for the construction of
the train deck and yards. The period of significance extends from 1917, the year construction began, to
1963 when Union Depot’s use as a transportation hub and passenger depot declined. Union Depot
retains good integrity of workmanship, design, materials, location, association, setting, and feeling.

Character-defining features of Union Depot include the Neoclassical design elements, vaulted interior
passenger concourse, a semi-circular front approach, train deck, elevated rail yards, connection to the
rail yards, and significant grading and placement on sloping topography toward the Mississippi River.
Another character-defining feature is the setting and prominent placement of Union Depot within the
Lowertown neighborhood, illustrating the relationship of Union Depot to St. Paul as a vibrant
commercial center in the early 20th century. The 2014 boundary increase describes specific parts of the
building, including those that are integral to assessing the Project’s potential effects on the historic

property:

e Train deck: The elevated train deck originally contained railroad tracks on the deck level with
support operations below. It received numerous repairs and new features as part of its
conversion to multimodal transit and transportation use in 2012.

e Historic stair tower: The lower level (deck) and canopy of the historic stair tower are original.
The upper level, attached to the waiting room, was built in 2012 to closely resemble the original.
This character-defining feature is used for historic interpretation of Union Depot’s development.

Union Depot contributes to the Lowertown Historic District, discussed above. It is also located within the
boundaries of the locally designated Lowertown Heritage Preservation District.

Finch, Van Slyck, and McConville Dry Goods Company (RA-SPC-5462)
360-366 Wacouta Street, Saint Paul

The Finch, VanSlyck, and McConville Dry Goods Company (Finch) Building is an eight (8)-story,
Neoclassical style warehouse building with a C.A.P. Turner-designed internal structure of reinforced
concrete (Figure 6).* The building is bounded by 5th and 6th Streets to the south and north
respectively, and fronts on to Wacouta Street to the west. It is surrounded primarily by warehouse and
commercial buildings of comparable size and massing, and faces Mears (originally Smith) Park.
Constructed in 1911 following the design of James F. Denson, the historic property has exterior walls
clad in buff-colored brick. An eight (8)-floor shipping annex extending between the Finch Building’s rear
(northeast) facade and Wall (originally Rosabel) Street was constructed by 1916.% In 1923, architect
Clarence Johnston, Jr. designed two (2) bays for the northwest facade.

42 Information on the Finch, Van Slyck and McConville Dry Goods Company comes from Charles W. Nelson, “Finch,
VanSlyck and McConville Dry Goods Company Building,” National Register of Historic Places Inventory-Nomination
Form, 1981.

3 City of Saint Paul, Minnesota (Philadelphia: G.M. Hopkin Co., 1916), Plate 1 (available at
http://geo.lib.umn.edu/collections/digitizedplatbooks/stpaul1916index.htm).
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Figure 6. Finch Building, facing northeast.

The Finch Building was listed in the National Register in 1982 and is significant under Criterion A in the
area of Commerce for its association with its namesake company. It is also significant under Criterion C
in the area of Engineering for Turner’s cutting-edge use of reinforced concrete, flat slabs, and
mushroom-capped columns to support the weight of the dry goods and protect them from fire and
other damage. The period of significance starts with the building’s construction in 1911 and ends in
1923 with the completion of the Johnston addition. Character-defining features include its exterior
decorative Neoclassical elements and design, including the regular progression of bays, formal entries
and pilaster arrangements on the Wacouta and 5th Street fagades, segmental arches at the seventh
story, and a projecting cornice; and its internal reinforced concrete structure. The building’s adjacency
to and orientation towards Mears Park is an important feature of its setting.

The Finch Building contributes to the Lowertown Historic District, discussed above. It is also within the
boundaries of the locally designated Lowertown Heritage Preservation District.

Potential Effects

The proposed Rush Line BRT Project includes operation of BRT vehicles within the Lowertown Historic
District and construction at the Union Depot Station / Union Depot Bus Deck Platform (see Sheets 4, 5,
and 32 of the 15% Plans and Figure 7). From the north, BRT vehicles would enter the historic district
along 5th Street at Jackson Street and then travel down Wacouta Street and Kellogg Boulevard East to
the Union Depot bus deck. From the south, BRT vehicles would travel from the Union Depot bus deck
along Kellogg Boulevard East and Sibley Street to exit the District’s boundaries as buses turn onto 6th
Street. As noted on the 15% Plans, other new BRT elements within the Lowertown Historic District and
shared by the Rush Line BRT Project are proposed for construction under the METRO Gold Line BRT
Project. These include the construction of the Union Depot Station / Sibley Street Platform at the
northeast corner of East 4th and Sibley Streets and the Union Depot Station / Wacouta Street Platform
at the northwest corner of East 4th and Wacouta Streets, as well as street reconstruction, curb and
sidewalk removal, and the placement of new infrastructure such as signage and signaling. Temporary
and permanent physical, visual, and other potential Project effects due to the construction of those BRT
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elements are assessed under the Gold Line Project.** Therefore, in addition to the potential physical and
visual effect to Union Depot and Lowertown Historic District due to the construction at Union Depot,
potential Rush Line BRT Project effects include potential changes in traffic, access, and parking.

Figure 7. Proposed Project plans within the vicinity of historic resources associated with the
Lowertown Historic District (the district is outlined in blue and the individual resources in
yellow).

4 Minnesota Department of Transportation, METRO Gold Line Bus Rapid Transit Project: Section 106 Assessment of
Effects and Final Determination of Effect for Historic Properties, draft text as of September 2020.

31



Rush Line Bus Rapid Transit Project: Section 106 Assessment of Effects and
Determination of Effect for Historic Properties

Assessment of Effects

Physical

The proposed Rush Line BRT Project would not physically affect the Finch Building; however, it would
have a direct, physical effect to Union Depot and, by association, the Lowertown Historic District. The
infrastructure proposed as part of the Rush Line BRT Project falls within areas of both Primary and
Secondary significance and the Rehabilitation Zone, as defined within the Union Depot Historic
Structures Report. That document recommends that any “[n]ew interventions respect the rhythm of the
structural grid.”* In addition to proposed modifications to the existing bus platform, a bus charging
station consisting of an overhead charger, transformer, switchboard service cabinet, and ground cabinet
would be built on the train deck. Because the Project elements are proposed for an area previously
modified for use as a bus station, any potential physical or visual effects can be minimized and/or
avoided through design development that ensures the new features blend with the design of the
existing bus station infrastructure. In addition to considering the size, materials, and design character of
the Project elements, design development should consider the design guidance found within the
Guidelines for Design Review for the Lowertown Heritage Preservation District and the Union Depot
Historic Structures Report.*®

Visual

Project elements proposed under the Rush Line BRT Project would not be visible from the Finch
Building. Depending on its size, the bus charging station might be minimally visible from the corner of
Kellogg Boulevard East and Sibley Street, at the edge of the Lowertown Historic District. Both the
platform and the bus charging station would be visible from the historic stair tower, an important
feature located within the historic property boundaries of Union Depot. However, because the Project
elements are proposed for an area previously modified for use as a bus station, any potential physical or
visual effects can be minimized and/or avoided through design development that ensures the new
features blend with the design of the existing bus station infrastructure.

Traffic, Access, and Parking

As noted in the “General Project Effects” section, in-depth traffic analysis was not performed in this area
because BRT buses would run in mixed traffic and result in only a 1 to 2% change in traffic volumes. This
increase is above those expected under the METRO Gold Line BRT Project, which identified just 1.1 and
1.3% increases on 6th and 5th Street, respectively.*’ These negligible increases in traffic would not
impact important spatial relationships between contributing resources in the Lowertown Historic
District and, because no changes would be made to street alignments, the historic rectilinear grid
pattern, circulation patterns, and general access to historic properties would be preserved. The Project
would not result in the loss of any on-street parking spaces within the Lowertown Historic District. Thus,
the parking needs within the district or at contributing resources would not be impacted.

45 Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority, Union Depot, St. Paul, Minnesota: Historic Structures Report, 150.

46 See Lance M. Neckar, “Lowertown Heritage Preservation District: Guidelines for Design Review,” available at
https://www.rchs.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/09/Lowertown-Heritage-Preservation-District-Design-
Guidelines_xxxx.pdf, and Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority, Union Depot, St. Paul, Minnesota: Historic
Structures Report, 2013.

47 Minnesota Department of Transportation, METRO Gold Line Bus Rapid Transit Project: Section 106 Assessment of
Effects and Final Determination of Effect for Historic Properties, draft text as of September 2020.
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Recommended Finding

Finch, Van Slyck and McConville Dry Goods Company Building: No Adverse Effect

Based on the Project’s 15% Plans and the draft EA, the Project is anticipated to have No Adverse Effect
to the Finch, Van Slyck and McConville Dry Goods Company Building. The historic property would not
be physically affected by the Project, nor would any Project elements be visible from the historic
property. The negligible increase in bus traffic proposed in the vicinity of the historic property due to the
Rush Line BRT Project would not alter any of the characteristics that qualify the historic property for
inclusion in the National Register or diminish the historic property’s integrity of location, design, setting,
materials, workmanship, feeling, or association.

Saint Paul Union Depot and Lowertown Historic District: No Adverse Effect with Conditions

Based on the Project’s 15% Plans and the draft EA, the Project is anticipated to have No Adverse Effect
on the Saint Paul Union Depot and the Lowertown Historic District, if certain conditions are placed on
the Project. Although construction of the Project would physically and visually affect Union Depot, the
proposed alterations would complement Union Depot’s use as a multimodal facility. The proposed
conditions ensure the Project would not alter any of the characteristics that qualify Saint Paul Union
Depot or the Lowertown Historic District for inclusion in the National Register or diminish the historic
property’s integrity of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, or association. The
recommended finding of No Adverse Effect is dependent upon the following conditions being placed on
the Project:

e As part of design development, Project elements will be blended visually and materially into the
existing modern bus station infrastructure within the portion of the train deck previously
modified.

Properties Associated with the Urban Renewal Historic District

A number of resources associated with the Urban Renewal Historic District in downtown Saint Paul are
located within the Project APE (see Table 4). Due to the close historical associations and physical
proximity of the properties within the historic district, potential Project effects are assessed collectively.

Table 4. Urban Renewal Historic District Resources in the Project APE

Inventory No. Property Name Address Status
n/a Skyway Bridge 22/Bridge No. Robert Street, between 5th and 6th NC
95272 Streets, Saint Paul
n/a Skyway Bridge 48 On block bounded by 6th, Jackson, NC
5th, and Robert Streets, Saint Paul
RA-SPC-3168 First Farmers and Merchants 339 North Robert Street, Saint Paul NC
National Bank Building
RA-SPC-4645 First National Bank of Saint Paul | 332 Minnesota Street, Saint Paul NC
RA-SPC-6901 Farm Credit Banks Building 375 Jackson Street, Saint Paul C
RA-SPC-6902, Minnesota Dept. of Economic 390 North Robert Street, Saint Paul C
RA-SPC-8105 | Security Building
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Inventory No. Property Name Address Status

RA-SPC-8103 American National Bank Building | 101 East 5th Street, Saint Paul C
(U.S. Bank Center)

RA-SPC-8104 First National Bank Addition 332 Minnesota Street, Saint Paul C

RA-SPC-8106 Block F Plaza 375 North Robert Street, Saint Paul C

RA-SPC-8107 | Twin City Federal Savings and 395 North Robert Street, Saint Paul NC
Loan Building (The Buttery)

RA-SPC-8109 Farm Credit Banks Building 135 East 5th Street, Saint Paul NC
Addition (1979)

RA-SPC-9043 | Skyway Bridge 30/Bridge No. Robert Street, between 4th and 5th C
92716 Streets, Saint Paul

RA-SPC-9045 | Skyway Bridge 25/Bridge No. 5th Street, between Minnesota and C
91249 Robert Streets, Saint Paul

The following noncontributing resources within the Urban Renewal Historic District are eligible for
inclusion in the National Register as individual resources:

e  First National Bank of Saint Paul (RA-SPC-4645)
e  First Farmers and Merchants National Bank Building (RA-SPC-3168)

Information specific to these historic properties is further discussed below.

Description & Historic Significance

Saint Paul Urban Renewal Historic District (RA-SPC-8364)
Roughly bounded by 6th Street, Kellogg Boulevard, Wabasha Street, and Jackson Street, Saint Paul

The Saint Paul Urban Renewal Historic District represents efforts to transform the city’s downtown
commercial core between 1955 and 1974 (Figure 8).* In Saint Paul, the first phase of the downtown
urban renewal from 1955 to 1966 was driven by private businesses such as Dayton’s Department Store
and the Saint Paul Hilton Hotel. The second phase from 1967 to 1974 was driven by federal funds for the
development of a 12-block Capital Centre. The district reflects the nationwide trend to redevelop and
revitalize city central business districts in the years following World War Il. Many contributing buildings
are designed in the International Style with monolithic building units including “metal beams, glass
curtainwalls, precast concrete systems, stone veneers forming large-scale, repetitive grids that reflect
industrial production rather than individual craftsmanship.”*® The buildings have recessed ground-level
floors that create protected walkways and public plazas incorporated within the building parcels.

8 Information on the Saint Paul Urban Renewal Historic District comes from Charlene Roise, Jenna Rempfert, and
Katie Goetz, A Reevaluation of the Saint Paul Urban Renewal Historic District, Saint Paul, Ramsey County,
Minnesota, 2020.

% Roise, Rempfert, and Goetz, A Reevaluation of the Saint Paul Urban Renewal Historic District, Ramsey County,
Minnesota, 67.
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Figure 8. Representative example of the Urban Renewal Historic District’s architecture and
streetscape, facing southwest down 5th Street.

The Saint Paul Urban Renewal Historic District is eligible for inclusion in the National Register under
Criterion A for its local significance in Community Planning and Development. The period of significance
for the historic district extends from 1955 to 1974 and has two (2) phases, 1955-1966 (Early Urban
Renewal Phase) and 1967-1974 (Capital Centre Phase). New building construction and the removal of all
original benches, bus shelters, light standards, traffic signals, trash cans and concrete planters have
diminished the District’s integrity of materials, design, and workmanship. While the roadways and
sidewalks provide a physical framework for the historic district, they have been rebuilt or reconstructed
numerous times since the end of the period of significance and no longer maintain integrity of material,
design, or workmanship.>® Although the integrity of design, materials, and workmanship is intermittently
compromised, sufficient integrity of the district remains to convey its historic significance. Character-
defining features of the district include the buildings designed in the monolithic International Style,
spatial organization, topography, vegetation, circulation features (streets and skyway bridges), and
water features.

0 Roise, Rempfert, and Goetz, Reevaluation of Urban Renewal Historic District, 72.
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First Farmers and Merchants National Bank Building (RA-SPC-3168)

First National Bank of Saint Paul (RA-SPC-4645)
332 Minnesota Street, Saint Paul

The First Farmers and Merchants National Bank Building / First National Bank of Saint Paul (First
National Bank) is comprised of three (3) buildings and one (1) structure that occupy the block bounded
by 4th, Robert, 5th, and Minnesota Streets in downtown Saint Paul.’! The First Farmers and Merchants
Bank Building (RA-SPC-3168), commonly referred to as the East Tower, is a 16-story, Classical Revival
style office building with a tripartite form designed by prominent Chicago architect Jarvis Hunt and
constructed in 1916 on the western corner of the intersection of 4th and Robert Streets for the
Merchants National Bank (Figure 9).52 In 1929, Merchants National Bank merged with First National
Bank, eventually leading to the construction of the neighboring building. The First National Bank Building
of St. Paul (RA-SPC-4645), often referred to as the West Tower, is a 32-story office tower constructed in
1931 on the northern corner of the intersection of 4th and Minnesota Streets (Figure 9). Designed in the
Art Deco style (also described as Modern Classicism) by the nationally known Chicago architecture firm
of Graham, Anderson, Probst and White, the upper floors are stepped back from the lot line and the
building is crowned by a three (3)-sided, 150-foot tall, illuminated “1°* sign (structure) that is a defining
feature of the Saint Paul skyline. A third building, the First Bank Addition (RA-SPC-8104), occupies the
northwestern half of the block, facing 5th Street (Figure 10). Designed by Haarstick, Lundgreen and
Associates, this limestone-clad, International Style building was completed in 1969 and features retail
space on the first and second stories with seven (7) levels of parking above.>

51 Information on the First Farmers and Merchants National Bank Building and the First National Bank of Saint Paul
comes from “First National Bank of Saint Paul” Historic Preservation Certification Application; Brita Bloomberg,
MnSHPO, letter to Richard Rossi, August 25, 2006, available in First National Bank property file, State Historic
Preservation Office, Saint Paul. While previous documentation on these three (3) resources confirm their historical
association with each other and uses terminology reserved for historic districts, no determination of eligibility has
been made for a historic district or for this block of buildings as a complex. Due to the minor scale and scope of this
undertaking near the subject property, evaluating the buildings as a district or a complex was not warranted to
assess effects.

52 previous documentation for this property also notes a construction date of 1915.

53 Previous documentation for this property also notes a construction date of 1971.
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Figure 9. First National Bank Building of St. Paul (West Tower, on left) and First Farmers and
Merchants Bank Building (East Tower, on right), facing northeast.

Figure 10. First Bank Addition (on left) and First National Bank Building of St. Paul (West
Tower, on right), facing east.
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The First Farmers and Merchants Bank Building (East Tower) is individually eligible for inclusion in the
National Register under Criterion A in the area of Commerce as one of Saint Paul’s earliest and most
important financial institutions. It is also eligible under Criterion C in the area of Architecture as a
sophisticated example of a Beaux Arts office building.>* The property’s period of significance begins with
its construction in 1916 and ends in 1968, when the bank relinquished its identity to its holding
company. The First National Bank Building of St. Paul (West Tower) is individually eligible for inclusion in
the National Register under Criterion A in the area of Commerce for its statewide significance as the
headquarters of First National Bank, Saint Paul’s oldest, largest, and leading bank for much of the 19th
and 20th centuries. The historic property was the city’s tallest building for over a half century. Both it
and its “1* sign remain an iconic part of downtown Saint Paul’s skyline. The historic property is also
individually eligible for inclusion in the National Register under Criterion C in the area of Architecture as
an example of the Art Deco style and as the work of a master, the firm of Graham, Anderson, Probst and
White. The property’s period of significance begins in 1931 when the First National Bank Building was
placed into service and ends in 1968, when the bank relinquished its identity to its holding company.
Both properties retain sufficient integrity to convey their significance.® Character-defining features
include the “1%" sign; the architectural designs of both buildings; near zero lot lines; the emphasis on
verticality; tall, narrow, slightly recessed window bays that visually connect between floors; and a base
of polished black granite topped with light-colored masonry (brick or limestone).

Due to the dates of their construction, the First Farmers and Merchants National Bank Building (East
Tower) and the First National Bank of Saint Paul (West Tower) are noncontributing resources within the
Saint Paul Urban Renewal Historic District. Although the First National Bank Addition is not individually
eligible for inclusion in the National Register, it contributes to the Urban Renewal Historic District.

Potential Effects

The proposed Rush Line BRT Project includes operation of BRT vehicles within the district and
reconstruction of a sidewalk at the northwest corner of Robert Street and 6th Street (see Sheets 4 and 5
of the 15% Plans and Figure 11). From the north, BRT vehicles would enter the district along Robert
Street at 6th Street and then exit the District’s boundaries as buses turn off of Robert Street onto 5th
Street, near the block containing this historic property. From the south, BRT vehicles would enter the
district along 6th Street at Jackson Street and exit the District’s boundaries as buses turn onto North
Robert Street. As noted on the 15% Plans, other new BRT elements within or immediately adjacent to
the Saint Paul Urban Renewal Historic District and shared by the Rush Line BRT Project are proposed for
construction under the METRO Gold Line BRT Project. These include the construction of both the 5th
and 6th Street Platforms of the 5th/6th Street Station, as well as street reconstruction, curb and
sidewalk removal, and the placement of new infrastructure such as signage and signaling. Temporary
and permanent physical, visual, and other potential Project effects due to the construction of those BRT

54 Information on First Farmers and Merchants Bank Building and the First National Bank Building of St. Paul comes
from Streamline Associates, LLC., Architecture-History Studies for the Robert Street (US 952A) Improvements
Project, St. Paul, Ramsey County, Minnesota, May 2018.

55 “First National Bank of Saint Paul” Historic Preservation Certification Application; Brita Bloomberg, letter to
Richard Rossi, August 25, 2006, available in First National Bank property file, State Historic Preservation Office,
Saint Paul.
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elements are assessed under the Gold Line Project.”® Therefore, in addition to the potential physical and
visual effect to the Saint Paul Urban Renewal Historic District due to the reconstruction of the sidewalk,
potential Rush Line BRT Project effects include changes in traffic, access, and parking.

Figure 11. Proposed Project plans within the vicinity of historic resources associated with the
Urban Renewal Historic District (the district is outlined in purple and the individual resources
in yellow).

Assessment of Effects

Physical

Although the proposed Project would have a direct, physical effect to the Saint Paul Urban Renewal
Historic District, the effect would be minor. Within the historic property boundaries, a sidewalk is
proposed for reconstruction at the northeast corner of 6th Street and Robert Street. Sidewalks and

56 Minnesota Department of Transportation, METRO Gold Line Bus Rapid Transit Project: Section 106 Assessment of
Effects and Final Determination of Effect for Historic Properties, draft text as of September 2020.
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curbs have been altered and replaced throughout the historic district and the proposed construction
would affect modern materials within the road right-of-way. The nearest contributing resource, the
Minnesota Department of Economic Security Building (RA-SPC-6902, RA-SPC-8105) is 65 feet across 6th
Street, removed from any potential unintended damage from construction activities. Therefore, the
sidewalk construction is not anticipated to diminish the integrity of design, materials, or workmanship of
the historic district or any associated contributing resources.

Visual

With the exception of the sidewalk at the corner of 6th Street and Robert Street, Project elements
constructed under the Rush Line BRT Project would not be visible from the Saint Paul Urban Renewal
Historic District. The 10th Street Station is approximately 1,400 feet north of the northern boundary of
the district and construction at Union Depot is 500 feet east of the southeast corner of the district.

Traffic, Access, and Parking

As noted in the “General Project Effects” section, in-depth traffic analysis was not performed in most of
downtown Saint Paul because BRT buses would run in mixed traffic and result in only a 1 to 2% change
in traffic volumes. This increase is above those expected under the METRO Gold Line BRT Project, which
identified just 1.1 and 1.3% increases on 6th and 5th Street, respectively.>” Rush Line BRT traffic analysis
did include Robert Street, beginning at 5th Street within the district boundaries. Potential queuing issues
were identified along Robert Street at both 5th and 6th Streets, where northbound through and right-
turn movements would result in blocked intersections and poor levels of service during peak traffic
hours; these queuing issues can be minimized through diversion to alternative routes.>® Furthermore,
the increases in traffic would not impact important spatial relationships between contributing resources
in the Saint Paul Urban Renewal Historic District and, because no changes would be made to street
alignments, the rectilinear grid pattern, historic spatial organization, topography, and circulation
features would be preserved. The Project would not result in the loss of any on-street parking spaces
within the Saint Paul Urban Renewal Historic District. To the north of the historic district, Robert Street
would have a net loss of 32 parking spaces. However, Project documentation confirms that there are
many other on- and off-street parking options in this area and that the loss of parking would not
negatively impact community facilities, character, or cohesion.>® Thus, the parking needed for access to
historic properties within the district would not be negatively impacted.

Recommended Finding: No Adverse Effect

Based on the Project’s 15% Plans and the draft EA, the Project is anticipated to have No Adverse Effect
to the Saint Paul Urban Renewal Historic District, the First Farmers and Merchants National Bank, and
the First National Bank of Saint Paul. Although the Project would physically affect the historic district
through the reconstruction of a small portion of a sidewalk, it would not alter any of the characteristics
that qualify the historic district for inclusion in the National Register. No other Project elements would
be visible from the historic properties. The negligible increase in bus traffic within and in the vicinity of
the historic properties due to the Rush Line BRT Project would not alter any of the characteristics that

57 Minnesota Department of Transportation, METRO Gold Line Bus Rapid Transit Project: Section 106 Assessment of
Effects and Final Determination of Effect for Historic Properties, draft text as of September 2020.

58 Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc., “Traffic Technical Report, Draft,” 25, 33.

59 SRF Consulting Group, Inc., “Land Use and Economics Technical Report, Draft,” 49, 50.
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qualify them for inclusion in the National Register or diminish the historic properties’ integrity of
location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, or association.

Pioneer and Endicott Buildings (RA-SPC-3167, RA-SPC-3169, RA-SPC-5223, RA-SPC-6903)
322 North Robert Street, 141 East 4th Street, and 142 East 5th Street, Saint Paul

Description & Historic Significance

Three buildings occupy a T-shaped site on the block bounded by 4th, Jackson, 5th, and Robert Streets in
downtown Saint Paul (Figure 12, Figure 13, and Figure 14).%° The Pioneer Building and Endicott Buildings
were built one (1) year apart from each other and are listed in the National Register as a single historic
property (RA-SPC-5223). The Endicott Arcade Addition was built to connect to the Endicott Building,
forming what is now considered a complex. Due to the close historical associations and physical
proximity of the properties, potential Project effects are assessed collectively.

e The Pioneer Building (RA-SPC-3167) is a 16-story, Romanesque Revival style, masonry
commercial building located on the northern corner of the intersection of 4th and Robert
Streets (prior to 1909, it was known as the Pioneer Press Building). The original 12-story building
was constructed in 1889 and designed by Chicago architect Solon Spencer Beman who
employed a combination of the Richardsonian Romanesque and French Renaissance styles. The
building has an iron structural system and the lower floors have 4.5-foot thick walls built from
massive blocks of Rockville granite. The upper floors are faced with red pressed brick and red
sandstone. Four (4) stories were added to the building in 1910. Also designed by Beman, the
addition included a new decorative cornice with large scrolled brackets.

e The Endicott Building (RA-SPC-3169) is an L-shaped building constructed in 1890 that wraps
around the Pioneer Building and faces onto both 4th and Robert Streets. The building is
comprised of two (2) six (6)-story Italian Renaissance style towers, one (1) on each street, and
linked by a one (1)-story arcade that extends through both towers.®! Designed by Saint Paul
architect Cass Gilbert, the design promoted simplicity and balanced proportions. The Endicott
Building has a granite base and a first story of red sandstone. The main archway on the 4th
Street fagade is flanked by granite piers topped by Tennessee marble capitals. The upper floors
are faced with red brick, and window openings are ornamented with red sandstone. The Robert
Street fagade is also faced in red brick, with Tuscan columns constructed of polished Saint Cloud
granite at the first floor, and carved red sandstone friezes between the upper floors.

e Aone (1)-story addition, known as the Endicott Arcade Addition (RA-SPC-6903), was constructed
in 1910 and fronts onto 5th Street. This building was designed by George H. Carsley with input
from Cass Gilbert and features a series of storefronts and a main entrance offset to the east side
of the facade.®?

80 Information on the Pioneer and Endicott Building comes from Thom Lutz, “Pioneer and Endicott Buildings,”
National Register of Historic Places Inventory—Nomination Form, 1974; and Larry Millett, Heart of St. Paul: A
History of the Pioneer and Endicott Buildings, 2016.

51 The 4th Street tower was always known as the Endicott Building, but the Robert Street tower has also been
referred to at various times as the Arcade Building, Endicott Arcade, the Endicott on Robert, and the Midwest
Building.

52 Larry Millett, Heart of St. Paul: A History of the Pioneer and Endicott Buildings, 31, 32, 50, 52, 61, 68.
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Figure 12. Configuration of the Pioneer, Endicott, and Endicott Arcade Buildings. 3

Endicott Arcade
Addition (1910)

Endicott
Building (1890)

Pioneer Building
(1889)

% Image based on an aerial photograph from Ramsey County, “Ramsey County Interactive Property Map,”
MapRamsey, 2018, https://maps.co.ramsey.mn.us/MapRamsey/ (accessed on August 19, 2020).
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Figure 13. Pioneer and Endicott Buildings, facing north.

Figure 14. The one-story Endicott Arcade Addition, facing southwest.
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In 1974, the Pioneer and Endicott Buildings were listed in the National Register as a single property, and
the Endicott Arcade Addition is eligible for inclusion in the National Register.5* Both the Pioneer and
Endicott Buildings are significant under Criterion A in the area of Commerce for their role during the
city’s late 19th-century commercial boom. The Pioneer Building is also significant under Criterion A in
the area of Communications for housing the Twin Cities’ first documented commercial radio station in
1927.% The three (3) buildings comprising the complex are significant under Criterion C in the area of
Architecture as examples of the period’s changing commercial design and for their respective
architectural styles. All of the buildings retain sufficient integrity to convey their significance. Character-
defining features of the complex include the architectural design of the buildings, and tripartite forms of
the towers, zero lot lines, prominent entrances, storefronts on the Robert Street elevation of the
Endicott Building, and the 5th Street facade of the Endicott Arcade Addition.

Potential Effects

The proposed Rush Line BRT Project includes operation of BRT vehicles along 5th Street in front of the
Endicott Arcade Addition (see Sheet 4 of the 15% Plans and Figure 15). The proposed 10th Street Station
would be located 1950 feet north of the northern boundary of the property and construction at Union
Depot would be located 580 feet east of the historic property. As noted on the 15% Plans, other new
BRT elements within the historic property and shared by the Rush Line BRT Project are proposed for
construction under the METRO Gold Line BRT Project. These include the construction of the 5th Street
Platform, as well as street reconstruction, curb and sidewalk removal, and the placement of new
infrastructure such as signage and signaling. Temporary and permanent physical, visual, and other
potential Project effects due to the construction of those BRT elements are assessed under the Gold Line
Project.®® Therefore, the primary potential Rush Line BRT Project effects on the historic property include
changes in traffic, access, and parking.

54 The Pioneer Press and Endicott Buildings were built as separate properties and functioned as such for their first
few decades of use. Since 1941, the buildings have been jointly operated and managed. Additionally, the wrap-
around design of the Endicott Arcade as well as the city’s skyway system provides a physical connection.
Therefore, their National Register nomination in 1974 considered them “as one inter-related interoffice business
complex” (Thomas Lutz, National Register of Historic Places Inventory—Nomination Form prepared by the
Minnesota Historical Society [May 29, 1974], Description.

55 Although this claim is made in the National Register nomination, other sources suggest KFOY was not the first
commercial radio station in the Twin Cities; that claim might belong to WLAG, which started broadcasting in 1922
and later became WCCO. Millet, 81; “2,000 Crystal Set Owners Get Far Stations Through KFOY,” Minneapolis
Sunday Tribune, May 11, 1924; “KFOY to Open 500 Watt Radio Station Monday,” Minneapolis Sunday Tribune,
January 30, 1927; “Hotel’s Giant Radio to Open With Concert,” Minneapolis Sunday Tribune, September 3, 1922.
% Minnesota Department of Transportation, METRO Gold Line Bus Rapid Transit Project: Section 106 Assessment of
Effects and Final Determination of Effect for Historic Properties, draft text as of September 2020.
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Figure 15. Proposed Project plans within the vicinity of the Pioneer and Endicott Buildings
(outlined in blue) and the Manhattan Building (outlined in yellow).

Assessment of Effects

Physical

As currently designed, the proposed Project would not directly, physically affect the Pioneer and
Endicott Buildings. Therefore, the proposed Project would not diminish the historic property’s integrity
of location, design, materials, or workmanship.

Visual

Neither the proposed 10th Street Station nor the proposed construction at Union Depot would be visible
from the Pioneer and Endicott Buildings.

Traffic, Access, and Parking

As noted in the “General Project Effects” section, in-depth traffic analysis was not performed in most of
downtown Saint Paul because BRT buses would run in mixed traffic and result in only a 1 to 2% change
in traffic volumes. This increase is above those expected under the METRO Gold Line BRT Project, which
identified just 1.1 and 1.3% increases on 6th and 5th Street, respectively.®’ Rush Line BRT traffic analysis
did include Robert Street, beginning at 5th Street. The Project proposes to operate six (6) additional
buses per hour at peak times along the shared BAT lane on 5th Street and at the 5th Street Platform.
The historic property is within a busy downtown setting that currently has buses operating along

57 Minnesota Department of Transportation, METRO Gold Line Bus Rapid Transit Project: Section 106 Assessment of
Effects and Final Determination of Effect for Historic Properties, draft text as of September 2020.
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adjacent streets, and the operation of six (6) additional buses per hour would be a minor change. The
operation of Rush Line BRT Project buses would not affect the integrity of the Pioneer, Endicott, and
Endicott Arcade buildings.

Potential queuing issues were identified along Robert at both 5th and 6th Streets East, where
northbound through and right-turn movements would result in blocked intersections and poor levels of
service during peak traffic hours; these queuing issues can be minimized through diversion to alternative
routes.®. Despite the queuing issues identified at two (2) intersections with Robert, the increases in
traffic would not impact the historic property and the relationship between the Pioneer, Endicott and
Endicott Arcade buildings. The Project would not result in the loss of any on-street parking spaces in the
vicinity of the property.

Recommended Finding: No Adverse Effect

Based on the 15% Plans and the draft EA, the Project is anticipated to have No Adverse Effect on the
Pioneer and Endicott Buildings. The historic property would not be physically affected by the Project,
nor would any Project elements be visible from the historic property. The negligible increase in bus
traffic proposed in the vicinity of the historic property due to the Rush Line BRT Project would not alter
any of the characteristics that qualify the historic property for inclusion in the National Register or
diminish the historic property’s integrity of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, or
association.

Manhattan Building (aka Empire Building) (RA-SPC-3170)
360 North Robert Street, Saint Paul

Description & Historic Significance

Constructed in 1890, the Manhattan Building is a seven (7)-story, Second Renaissance Revival Style
office building with a raised basement located on the eastern corner of the 5th and Robert Street
intersection in downtown Saint Paul (Figure 16).%° Designed by Saint Paul architect Clarence H. Johnston,
Sr., the masonry building has a tripartite form with a steel beam framing system and vaults extending
out under the sidewalks in front of the building. The first-story base is faced with bands of polished dark
red granite and smooth limestone, which are part of a 1950s remodeled of the first floor by Toltz, King,
and Day, likely as part of the city’s modernization efforts. The unaltered upper floors are faced with red
brick, and include a four (4)-story shaft with quoining at the corners surmounted by an entablature, and
a two (2)-story capital with an elaborate metal cornice with lions head scuppers. Windows are arranged
in vertical columns with round-arched openings on the top floor.

68 Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc., “Traffic Technical Report, Draft,” 25, 33.
59 Information on the Manhattan Building comes from Norene A. Roberts, “Manhattan Building,” National Register
of Historic Places Registration Nomination, prepared by Historical Research, Inc., 1987.
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Figure 16. Manhattan Building, facing east.

The Manhattan Building was listed in the National Register in 1988. It is significant under Criterion A in
the area of Commerce for its role as an example of the “palace of commerce” banks constructed in the
late 19th century. It is also a significant example of the construction in Saint Paul during a building boom
from the late 1880s to the early 1890s, when the city was an important Midwestern financial center. The
building is significant under Criterion B for its association with Clarence H. Johnston, Sr., whose office
was in the building during his entire tenure as State Architect. It is significant under Criterion Cin the
area of Architecture as an example of a 19th-century, Renaissance Revival style bank building. The
period of significance begins with the building’s construction in 1890 and ends with Johnston’s death in
1936. Overall, the Manhattan Building retains sufficient integrity to convey its significance, although the
first floor does not retain integrity from the period of significance. In the 1950s, pink and grey polished
marble were laid horizontally along the first floor, covering the original rusticated block facing, and the
main entrance was altered. While the building was listed in the National Register with these
modifications in place, their presence does render the first floor of the building incongruous with the
upper floors. ”° Character-defining features of the building include its architectural design: boxy, cubical
massing with vaults extending out under the sidewalk; and classically inspired stylistic features on its
exterior. These stylistic features include window surrounds, decorative sandstone friezes with brackets
or dentils, pilasters, and cornice.

Potential Effects

The proposed Rush Line BRT Project includes operation of BRT vehicles along 5th Street in front of the
Manhattan Building (see Sheet 5 of the 15% Plans and Figure 15). The proposed 10th Street Station
would be located 1850 feet north of the northern boundary of the property and construction at the
Union Depot would be located 700 feet east of the historic property. As noted on the 15% Plans, other

70 This first-floor applied cladding was on the Manhattan Building at the time of its National Register listing and
may be considered a character-defining feature.

47



Rush Line Bus Rapid Transit Project: Section 106 Assessment of Effects and
Determination of Effect for Historic Properties

new BRT elements within the historic property and shared by the Rush Line BRT Project are proposed for
construction under the METRO Gold Line BRT Project. These include the construction of the 5th Street
Platform, as well as street reconstruction, curb and sidewalk removal, and the placement of new
infrastructure such as signage and signaling. Temporary and permanent physical, visual, and other
potential Project effects due to the construction of those BRT elements are assessed under the Gold Line
Project.” Therefore, the primary potential Rush Line BRT Project effects on the historic property include
changes in traffic, access, and parking.

Assessment of Effects

Physical

As currently designed, the proposed Project would not directly, physically affect the Manhattan Building.
Therefore, the Project would not diminish the historic property’s integrity of location, design, materials,
or workmanship.

Visual
Neither the proposed 10th Street Station nor the proposed construction at Union Depot would be visible
from the Manhattan Building.

Traffic, Access, and Parking

As noted in the “General Project Effects” section, in-depth traffic analysis was not performed in most of
downtown Saint Paul because BRT buses would run in mixed traffic and result in only a 1 to 2% change
in traffic volumes. This increase is above those expected under the METRO Gold Line BRT Project, which
identified just 1.1 and 1.3% increases on 6th and 5th Street, respectively.”? Rush Line BRT traffic analysis
did include Robert Street, beginning at 5th Street. The Project proposes to operate six (6) additional
buses per hour at peak times along the shared BAT lane on 5th Street and at the 5th Street Platform.
The historic property is within a busy downtown setting that currently has buses operating along
adjacent streets, and the operation of six (6) additional buses per hour would be a minor change. The
operation of Rush Line BRT Project buses would not affect the integrity of the Manhattan Building.

Potential queuing issues were identified along Robert at both 5th and 6th Streets East, where
northbound through and right-turn movements would result in blocked intersections and poor levels of
service during peak traffic hours; these queuing issues can be minimized through diversion to alternative
routes.”® Despite the queuing issues identified at two (2) intersections with Robert, the increases in
traffic would not impact the historic property. The Project would not result in the loss of any on-street
parking spaces in the vicinity of the property.

Recommended Finding: No Adverse Effect

Based on the 15% Plans and the draft EA, the Project is anticipated to have No Adverse Effect on the
Manhattan Building. The historic property would not be physically affected by the Project, nor would
any Project elements be visible from the historic property. The negligible increase in bus traffic proposed
in the vicinity of the historic property due to the Rush Line BRT Project would not alter any of the

71 Minnesota Department of Transportation, METRO Gold Line Bus Rapid Transit Project: Section 106 Assessment of
Effects and Final Determination of Effect for Historic Properties, draft text as of September 2020.

72 Minnesota Department of Transportation, METRO Gold Line Bus Rapid Transit Project: Section 106 Assessment of
Effects and Final Determination of Effect for Historic Properties, draft text as of September 2020.

73 Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc., “Traffic Technical Report, Draft,” 24, 33.
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characteristics that qualify the historic property for inclusion in the National Register or diminish the
historic property’s integrity of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, or association.

Golden Rule Department Store Building (RA-SPC-3171)
85-95 7th Place, Saint Paul

Description & Historic Significance

The Golden Rule Department Store Building (RA-SPC-3171) is a six (6)-story, flat-roofed commercial
building that has been converted into office use (Figure 17).”* Golden Rule Fancy Goods and Toys was a
general dry goods store operated by the firm W.H. Elsinger & Co., established by brothers William and
Joseph Elsinger in 1886. The company moved to a three (3)-story commercial building on East 7th Street
in 1891 and was known as the Golden Rule beginning in 1897. The store followed national retail trends
and grew into a modern department store with many urban amenities, including a post office,
playground, and infirmary. In 1902, Minnesota master architect Clarence Johnston, Sr., gave the East 7th
Street building a classical facade. In additional phases of construction, Johnston expanded and
remodeled the building until its unified Neoclassical design occupied three-quarters of the city block.
The primary street elevations on 7th Place and Robert Street are stone and terra cotta and the
secondary elevations on 7th and Minnesota Streets are brick with a cementitious parge coat. In addition
to tall storefronts that feature anodized aluminum window frames with polished marble panels, the
building has tripartite groupings of windows separated by pilasters that extend from the second through
the sixth stories. The projecting cornice of green marble and terra cotta is on top of a wide frieze

Figure 17. Golden Rule Department Store Building, facing northwest.”®

The Golden Rule Department Store Building is eligible for inclusion in the National Register under
Criterion A in the area of Commerce for its association with national retail trends resulting in local
retailers constructing new buildings and expanding existing stores and as one of the best Downtown

74 Information on the Golden Rule Department Store Building comes from Andrew Schmidt, “Golden Rule
Department Store (RA-SPC-3171),” Minnesota Individual Property Inventory Form, 2018.
7> Image from “Golden Rule Department Store (RA-SPC-3171),” Minnesota Individual Property Inventory Form, 8.
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Saint Paul examples of an early 20th-century department store for a major local retailer. It is also eligible
under National Register Criterion C in the area of Architecture, for its association with master architect
Clarence Johnston, Sr., and as a distinctive example of his use of the Neoclassical style in commercial
design. The period of significance begins in 1915 when the last expansion of the building was completed
and ends in 1961 when Golden Rule merged with Donaldson’s Department Store. The setting has been
altered with new building construction, the conversion of 7th Street to 7th Place, but the overall
downtown setting remains. The building’s alterations include the addition of the skyways and the
removal of ornamentation for Modernist finishes to the first story elevation on 7th Place. The property
retains enough historic materials and workmanship to convey the Golden Rule Department Store
Building’s significance under Criteria A and C. The character-defining features include the Neoclassical
design, pilaster columns, wide frieze, projecting modillioned cornice, large-scale commercial building,
and centralized location in downtown St. Paul.

Potential Effects

The proposed Rush Line BRT Project includes operation of BRT vehicles along Robert Street east of the
property (see Sheet 5 of the 15% Plans and Figure 18). As noted on the 15% Plans, the only proposed
construction under Rush Line BRT in the vicinity of the historic property includes the proposed 10th
Street Station located 840 feet north of the property and a sidewalk reconstruction at the northeast
corner of 6th Street and Robert Street 350 feet south of the building. Additional reconstruction of
Robert Street is proposed under the Robert Street Reconstruction project. Temporary and permanent
physical, visual, and other potential Project effects due to the street reconstruction will be assessed
under that Federal undertaking. The only other change near the historic property proposed under the
Rush Line BRT Project includes removal of left-turn lanes and the conversion of outside lanes on Robert
Street into BAT lanes. The roadway dimension would not be altered; however, the change includes
removal of 11 time-restricted parking spaces between 7th Street and 7th Place. Therefore, in addition to
the potential visual effect to the Golden Rule Department Store Building due to the construction of the
10th Street Station and the reconstruction of the sidewalk, potential Rush Line BRT Project effects
include changes in traffic, access, and parking.
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Figure 18. Proposed Project plans within the vicinity of the Golden Rule Department Store
Building (outlined in blue).

Assessment of Effects
Physical
As currently designed, the proposed Project would not directly, physically affect the Golden Rule

Department Store Building. Therefore, the proposed Project would not diminish the historic property’s
integrity of location, design, materials, or workmanship.

Visual

Neither the proposed 10th Street Station nor the proposed reconstruction of the sidewalk would affect
viewsheds to or from the Golden Rule Department Store Building; therefore, they would not diminish
the property’s integrity of setting, association, or feeling. The introduction of the proposed BAT lane
along Robert Street is a minor change to a previously altered setting.

Traffic, Access, and Parking

Rush Line BRT traffic analysis included Robert Street. Potential queuing issues were identified along
Robert at both 7th Place and 7th Street, where northbound and southbound movements would result in
blocked intersections and poor levels of service during peak traffic hours; these queuing issues can be
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minimized through diversion to alternative routes. ’® Despite the queuing issues identified along Robert
Street, the increases in traffic would not impact the Golden Rule Department Store’s location or
relationship with its downtown setting. The Project proposes to remove parking spaces between 7th
Street and 7th Place, immediately adjacent to the historic property. However, Project documentation
confirms that there are many other on-street and off-street parking options in this area and that the loss
of parking would not negatively impact community facilities, character, or cohesion.”” Thus, the parking
needed for access to the historic property would not be negatively impacted.

Recommended Finding: No Adverse Effect

Based on the 15% Plans and the draft EA, the Project is anticipated to have No Adverse Effect on the
Golden Rule Department Store Building. The historic property would not be physically affected by the
Project, nor would any Project elements be visible from the historic property. The negligible increase in
bus traffic proposed in the vicinity of the historic property due to the Rush Line BRT Project would not
alter any of the characteristics that qualify the historic property for inclusion in the National Register or
diminish the historic property’s integrity of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, or
association.

Foot, Schulze & Company Building (RA-SPC-3174)
500 North Robert Street, Saint Paul

Description & Historic Significance

The Foot, Schulze & Company Building (RA-SPC-3174) is a seven (7)-story, flat-roofed manufacturing
building that has been converted into residential and commercial uses.”® Minneapolis architecture firm
Kees and Colburn designed the U-shaped building, which was built in 1917 and occupies half of a city
block in a prominent location. Established in 1884, Foot, Schulze and Company had become one of the
largest shoe manufacturers in Saint Paul during the early 20th century. Kees and Colburn incorporated
technological advancements in the design, including concrete framing, concrete foundation, flat-slab
reinforced concrete floors, and large windows into the Robert Street facility, doubling the company’s
production volume during the decade it occupied the building. Street elevations are red brick with terra
cotta ornament, a stone watertable, and stone bands above the second, third, and seventh floors
(Figure 19). Along the Robert Street elevation, the building contains 12 large bays and glass-and-
aluminum storefronts separated by brick pilasters.

76 Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc., “Traffic Technical Report, Draft,” 25, 33.

77 SRF Consulting Group, Inc., “Land Use and Economics Technical Report, Draft,” 49, 50.

78 Information on the Foot, Schulze & Company Building comes from Andrew Schmidt, “Foot, Schulze and Co (RA-
SPC-3174),” Minnesota Individual Property Inventory Form, 2018.
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Figure 19. Foot, Schulze & Company Building, looking east.”®

The Foot, Schulze & Company Building is eligible for inclusion in the National Register under Criterion A
in the area of Industry for its association with the shoe manufacturing industry in Saint Paul. It is also
eligible under Criterion C in the area of Architecture, for its association with Kees and Colburn and as a
good example of the urban vertical factory type. The period of significance begins in 1917 when the
building was completed and the factory opened and ends in 1927 when Foot, Schulze and Company left
the building. The building is no longer used as a factory and warehouse, which diminishes the integrity
of association. The setting has been altered since the period of significance, including the construction of
several new buildings nearby. Overall, the Foot, Schulze & Company Building retains integrity of
location, design, materials, setting, workmanship, and feeling to convey its significance under Criteria A
and C. Character-defining features include the overall massing and architectural design, the concrete
flat-slab construction system, and large window openings.

Potential Effects

The proposed Rush Line BRT Project includes operation of BRT vehicles along Robert Street in front of
the property (see Sheet 5 of the 15% Plans and Figure 20). As noted on the 15% Plans, the proposed
construction under Rush Line BRT in the vicinity of the historic property includes the proposed 10th
Street Station located 100 feet from the property; the historic property is not in the LOD for
construction of the station. Additional reconstruction of Robert Street is included under the proposed
Robert Street Reconstruction project. Temporary and permanent physical, visual, and other potential
Project effects due to the street reconstruction will be assessed under that Federal undertaking. The
only other change near the historic property proposed under the Rush Line BRT Project includes removal
of left-turn lanes and the conversion of outside lanes on Robert Street into BAT lanes. The roadway
dimension would not be altered; however, the proposed change includes the removal of on-street
parking spaces along Robert Street.® Therefore, in addition to the potential visual effect to the Foot,

7 Image from Andrew Schmidt, “Foot, Schulze and Co (RA-SPC-3174),” Minnesota Individual Property Inventory
Form, 10.
80 SRF Consulting Group, Inc., “Land Use and Economics Technical Report, Draft,” 49.

53



Rush Line Bus Rapid Transit Project: Section 106 Assessment of Effects and
Determination of Effect for Historic Properties

Schulze & Company Building due to the construction of the 10th Street Station, potential Rush Line BRT
Project effects include changes in traffic, access, and parking.

Figure 20. Proposed Project plans within the vicinity of the Foot, Schulze & Company Building
(outlined in blue) and the Produce Exchange Building (outlined in yellow).

Assessment of Effects

Physical

As currently designed, the proposed Project would not directly, physically affect the Foot, Schulze &
Company Building. Therefore, the Project would not diminish the historic property’s integrity of
location, design, materials, or workmanship.

Visual

Although the proposed 10th Street Station platforms are located across 10th Street, they would be
visible from the Foot, Schulze & Company Building. However, the addition of the station shelters and
associated infrastructure would be a minor change to the historic property’s setting, which has already
been altered by new construction. Views to the historic property’s primary facades on Robert and 10th
Streets would remain unobscured and the proposed station would not directly alter or further detract
from the character-defining features of the building. Therefore, the station would not diminish the
historic property’s integrity of setting, feeling, or association any further.

54



Rush Line Bus Rapid Transit Project: Section 106 Assessment of Effects and
Determination of Effect for Historic Properties

Traffic, Access, and Parking

Rush Line BRT traffic analysis included Robert Street. Potential queuing issues were identified along
Robert at both 9th and 10th Street, where northbound and southbound movements would result in
blocked intersections and poor levels of service during peak traffic hours; these queuing issues can be
minimized through diversion to alternative routes.®! Despite the queuing issues identified along Robert
Street, the increases in traffic would not impact access to the Foot, Schulze & Company Building. Robert
Street would have a net loss of 32 on-street parking spaces, including 13 parking spaces between 9th
and 10th Streets, immediately adjacent to the historic property. Business owners within the historic
building have expressed concern about this potential loss of parking.®? However, Project documentation
confirms that there are many other on-street and off-street parking options in this area and that the loss
of parking would not negatively impact community facilities, character, or cohesion.? Thus, the parking
needed for access to the historic property would not be negatively impacted.

Recommended Finding: No Adverse Effect

Based on the Project’s 15% Plans and the draft EA, the Project is anticipated to have No Adverse Effect
to the Foot, Schulze & Company Building. The historic property would not be physically affected by the
Project. Although the 10th Street Station is anticipated to be visible from the historic property, any
alterations to the viewshed would be minor and the views to and from the historic property’s primary
facade would not be changed. Therefore, the Project would not alter any of the characteristics that
qualify the historic property for inclusion in the National Register or diminish the historic property’s
integrity of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, or association.

Produce Exchange Building (RA-SPC-6330)
523 Jackson Street, Saint Paul

Description & Historic Significance

Constructed in 1915, the Produce Exchange Building is a three (3)-story, brick, Commercial-style building
in downtown Saint Paul (Figure 21).2* With the expansion of railroads by the early 20th century, Saint
Paul emerged as a major produce market and distribution city in the Upper Midwest. Produce was sold
in produce exchanges and commission houses that were in downtown Saint Paul around Jackson and
11th Streets with connections to the railroad network and nearby freight depots. The Produce Exchange
Building was a prominent commission house that supported the Saint Paul produce district and
contributed to the overall produce industry in the area. The utilitarian design reflected the property’s
use with its ground-level bays that housed vendors, stalls, and storefronts, upper level warehouse space,
and drive-through entrance for the loading of goods.

81 Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc., “Traffic Technical Report, Draft,” 25, 33.

82 Carol Hunn-Gregory, et al., letter to the Rush Line Policy [Advisory] Committee, September 18, 2020.

83 SRF Consulting Group, Inc., “Land Use and Economics Technical Report, Draft,” 49, 50.

84 Information on the Produce Exchange Building comes from Katie Ohland, “Produce Exchange Building (RA-SPC-
6330),” Minnesota Individual Property Inventory Form, 2020; and Landscape Research LLC, “Evaluation of
Historical Significance: Produce Exchange Building,” 2002.
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Figure 21. Produce Exchange Building, facing west.%®

The Produce Exchange Building is eligible for inclusion in the National Register under Criterion A in the
area of Commerce for its prominent association with Saint Paul’s produce industry during the early 20th
century. It may also be eligible under Criterion C in area of Architecture as an example of an early 20th
century commission house.® The period of significance begins in 1915 when the building was completed
and ends in 1949, when the building began to house other industries. Overall, the Produce Exchange
Building retains good integrity of location, materials, design, workmanship, and feeling to convey its
significance. Character-defining features include the three (3)-story utilitarian design with first story
commercial storefronts and warehouse space in upper stories, brick exterior cladding, multiple distinct
bays on the Jackson and 10th Street elevations, simple one-over-one window configurations on the
upper stories, painted signs on the brick, and a drive-through on the 10th Street elevation that allows
access to the interior parking lot. The integrity of setting and association have been diminished by the
loss of the adjacent markets and commission houses, and the property no longer houses the businesses
associated with the produce industry.

Potential Effects

The proposed Project includes operation of BRT vehicles along Robert Street, approximately 210 feet
from the Produce Exchange Building (see Sheet 5 of the 15% Plans and in Figure 20). As noted on the
15% Plans, proposed construction under Rush Line BRT in the vicinity of the historic property is limited
to the proposed 10th Street Station on Robert Street, approximately 200 feet from the historic property.
Additional reconstruction of Robert Street is included under the proposed Robert Street Reconstruction
project. Temporary and permanent physical, visual, and other potential Project effects due to the street
reconstruction will be assessed under that Federal undertaking. The only other change near the historic
property proposed under the Project includes removal of left-turn lanes and the conversion of outside
lanes on Robert Street into BAT lanes. The roadway dimension would not be altered; however, the

85 Image from Katie Ohland, “Produce Exchange Building (RA-SPC-6330),” Minnesota Individual Property Inventory
Form, Figure 2.

8 |n their comments on the architecture/history investigations, MnSHPO noted that “more information on the
interior of the building and the character defining features of commission houses would be needed to justify
significance under Criterion C in the area of Architecture.” Sarah Beimers, MnSHPO, letter to Jay Ciavarella, FTA,
September 15, 2020.
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proposed change includes the removal of on-street parking spaces along Robert Street.® Therefore, in
addition to the potential visual effect to the Produce Exchange Building from the construction of the
10th Street Station, potential Project effects include changes in traffic, access, and parking.

Assessment of Effects

Physical

As currently designed, the proposed Project would not directly, physically affect the Produce Exchange
Building. Therefore, the Project would not diminish the historic property’s integrity of location, design,
materials, or workmanship.

Visual

The proposed 10th Street Station platforms are located on 10th Street, and would be minimally visible
from the rear of the Produce Exchange Building due to intervening buildings. The addition of the station
shelters and associated infrastructure would be a minor change to the historic property’s setting, which
has already been altered. Views to the historic property’s primary fagades on 10th and Jackson Streets
would remain unobscured and the proposed station would not directly alter or further detract from the
character-defining features of the building. Therefore, the station would not diminish the historic
property’s integrity of setting, feeling, or association any further.

Traffic, Access, and Parking

Rush Line BRT traffic analysis identified potential queuing issues along Robert at both 10th and 11th
Street, where northbound and southbound movements would result in blocked intersections and poor
levels of service during peak traffic hours; these queuing issues can be minimized through diversion to
alternative routes. 28 Despite the queuing issues identified along Robert Street, the increases in traffic
would not impact access to the historic property. The Project would not result in the loss of any on-
street parking spaces immediately adjacent to the Produce Exchange Building. To the west of the
historic property, Robert Street would have a net loss of 32 on-street parking spaces. However, Project
documentation confirms that there are many other on-street and off-street parking options in this area
and that the loss of parking would not negatively impact community facilities, character, or cohesion.®
Thus, the parking needed for access to historic properties within the district would not be negatively
impacted.

Recommended Finding: No Adverse Effect

Based on the Project’s 15% Plans and the draft EA, the Project is anticipated to have No Adverse Effect
on the Produce Exchange Building. The historic property would not be physically affected by the Project
and, because of its location and intervening visual obstructions, the 10th Street Station is anticipated to
be minimally visible from the rear of the Produce Exchange Building. Any alterations to the viewshed
would be minor and the primary views to and from the property would not be changed. Therefore, the
Project would not alter any of the characteristics that qualify the historic property for inclusion in the
National Register or diminish the historic property’s integrity of location, design, setting, materials,
workmanship, feeling, or association.

87 SRF Consulting Group, Inc., “Land Use and Economics Technical Report, Draft,” 49.
88 Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc., “Traffic Technical Report, Draft,” 25, 33.
89 SRF Consulting Group, Inc., “Land Use and Economics Technical Report, Draft,” 49, 50.
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Resources Associated with the Great Northern Railroad
Three historic resources associated with the Great Northern Railroad are located in close proximity to
each other within the Project APE (see Page 2 of the APE map in Appendix B):

e Great Northern Saint Paul to Minneapolis Railroad Corridor Historic District (RA-SPC-5918)
e StPM&M Railway Company Shops Historic District (RA-SPC-4582)
e  Westminster Junction (RA-SPC-5618)

Potential Project effects on these three (3) resources are assessed collectively due to their historical
association and close proximity.

Description & Historic Significance

Great Northern Railroad Corridor Historic District (RA-SPC-5918)
Saint Paul to Minneapolis Segment, Saint Paul

The Great Northern Railroad Corridor between Saint Paul and St. Anthony Falls in Minneapolis was
completed in 1862 by the St. Paul and Pacific Railroad Company (see Figure 22).°° Acquired by the
Manitoba Railroad in 1978 and by the Great Northern in 1907, the line later became the Burlington
Northern Santa Fe (BNSF). The corridor, documented as the earliest railroad corridor in Minnesota,
established a rail connection between the Minneapolis milling operations at St. Anthony Falls and an
important Mississippi River transfer point at Lowertown in Saint Paul. The corridor would eventually
serve an important role within the Great Northern’s transcontinental railroad corridor. The active
double-track roadway is a graded ground surface featuring one (1) to two (2) feet of crushed granite
ballast supporting wooden ties and steel rails (see Figure 23).

Figure 22. Great Northern Corridor, in blue.

%0 Information on the Great Northern Railroad Corridor comes from Andrew J. Schmidt, “Great Northern St. Paul to
Minneapolis Railroad Corridor (RA-SPC-5918),” Minnesota Architectural History Inventory Form, 2009 and Andrew
J. Schmidt, Andrea C. Vermeer, Betsy H. Bradley, and Daniel R. Pratt. “Railroads in Minnesota, 1862—-1956,”
National Register of Historic Places Multiple Property Documentation Form, 2013.
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Figure 23. Great Northern Corridor, crossing under I-35E, facing west.!

In 2009, the Great Northern Railroad Corridor Historic District was recommended eligible for inclusion in
the National Register under Criterion A in the area of Transportation. The historic property meets the
registration requirements for a railroad corridor historic district as outlined in the National Register
Multiple Property Documentation Form (MPDF), “Railroads in Minnesota, 1862—1956” (Railroad MPDF).
The period of significance begins in 1862, when the corridor was completed, and ends in 1956 based on
the registration requirements for railroad corridor historic districts as described in the Railroad MPDF.
Both the StPM&M Railway Company Shops Historic District and Westminster Junction are contributing
resources to the Great Northern Railroad Corridor Historic District. The district retains integrity of
location, design, feeling, association, and setting, including its urban setting and many buildings and
structures from the period of significance. Character-defining features include the railroad roadway and
overall right-of-way width.

StPM&M Railway Company Shops Historic District (RA-SPC-4582)
Jackson Street and Pennsylvania Avenue, Saint Paul

The StPM&M Railway Company Shops Historic District was built between 1882 and 1944 and is
commonly and historically known as the Jackson Street Shops (see Figure 24).%2 The contributing
resources include a roundhouse (RA-SPC-5555), power house (no inventory number), machine shop (RA-
SPC-8072), pattern shop (RA-SPC-8073), storehouse (RA-SPC-8074), and three (3) spur tracks. Of these,
only the roundhouse is partially within in the Project APE.

1 Image from Schmidt and Kampinen, Phases | and Il Architectural History Studies for the Reconstruction of I-35E
from University Avenue to Maryland Avenue, St. Paul, Ramsey County, Minnesota, 2010, 35.

92 Information on the StPM&M Railway Company Shops Historic District comes from John D. Mecum, “St. Paul
Minneapolis and Manitoba Railway Company Shops Historic District,” National Register of Historic Places
Inventory—Nomination Form, 1986; and Andrea C. Pizza, “St. Paul Minneapolis and Manitoba Railway Company
Shops Historic District [revised boundary],” National Register of Historic Places Registration Form, 2016.
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Figure 24. StPM&M Railway Company Shops Historic District®?

Originally listed in the National Register in 1987, the National Register nomination was amended in 2017
to address the registration requirements in the Railroad MPDF. At that time, the historic property’s
original boundary was also expanded. The StPM&M Railway Shops Historic District is significant at the
state level under Criterion A in the area of Transportation as a railroad yard associated with the
historically significant StPM&M/Great Northern Railroad Corridor, which was recommended eligible for
inclusion in the National Register in 2009 (see above). The period of significance for the StPM&M
Railway Company Shops Historic District begins in 1882, when the first buildings were completed and
ends in 1956 based on the registration requirements for railroad yard historic districts as described in
the Railroad MPDF. The historic property maintains integrity of location, design, materials,
workmanship, setting, feeling, and association. Character-defining features include the individual
resources themselves, their spatial relationship to each other and to the Great Northern mainline, and
the light industrial setting that feels isolated due to vegetation and topography.

Westminster Junction (RA-SPC-5618)

Roughly bounded by the Lafayette Road Bridge, 1-35E, a line approximately 1,300 feet south of the
Cayuga Street Bridge, and a line approximately 400 feet southwest of the Cayuga Street/Phalen
Boulevard intersection, Saint Paul

Westminster Junction is a limestone grade separation structure built to accommodate several railroad
lines within the narrow Trout Brook ravine, one of the few routes out of downtown Saint Paul through
the Mississippi Valley bluffs.®* The distinctive construction—essentially two (2) wye junctions placed on
top of one another—consists of railroad tracks, tunnels, retaining walls, culverts, sewer drains, and a

9 Image from Andrea C. Pizza, “St. Paul Minneapolis and Manitoba Railway Company Shops Historic District
[revised boundary],” National Register of Historic Places Registration Form, 37.

9 Information on Westminster Junction comes from Chris Hommerding, “Westminster Junction (RA-SPC-5618),”
Minnesota Individual Property Inventory Form, 2019; and Andrew J. Schmidt, Supplementary Report on
Westminster Junction for the Williams Hill Redevelopment, St. Paul, Minnesota, 1997.
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switching tower (Figure 25). The structure was built over several decades by the following railroad
companies:

e Saint Paul & Pacific/StPM&M/Great Northern/Burlington Northern/BNSF

e Northern Pacific/Burlington Northern/BNSF

e Saint Paul, Stillwater & Taylors Falls/Saint Paul & Sioux City/Chicago, Saint Paul, Minneapolis &
Omaha/Chicago & Northwestern/Union Pacific

e Minnesota, Saint Croix, and Wisconsin/Saint Paul & Saint Croix/Wisconsin Central/Soo Line

Figure 25. Westminster Junction from the Lafayette Road Bridge. The red arrow points to the
Omaha Road veering to the east (right). The Great Northern Railroad Corridor is immediately
to its left, veering west. A freight train on the Northern Pacific Railroad is in the East Side Line
Tunnel. Above Westminster Junction, a prestressed concrete beam bridge from 2004 carries
Phalen Boulevard; Rush Line BRT vehicles would pass over the Junction on this bridge.%

Westminster Junction is individually eligible for inclusion in the National Register under Criterion A in
the area of Transportation and under Criterion C in the area of Engineering. Under Criterion A,
Westminster Junction meets the Railroad MPDF registration requirements for a contributing resource
within two (2) National Register-eligible railroad corridor historic districts: Saint Paul, Stillwater &
Taylors Falls/Chicago, Saint Paul, Minneapolis & Omaha Railroad Corridor Historic District
(StPS&TF/Omaha Road) (XX-RRD-CNWO0O01, see below) and the Great Northern Railroad Corridor, St. Paul
to Minneapolis Segment (RA-SPC-5918).%® Under Criterion C, Westminster Junction meets the Railroad

% Image from Chris Hommerding, “Westminster Junction (RA-SPC-5618),” Minnesota Individual Property Inventory
Form, Figure 3.

% The corridors for the Northern Pacific (RA-SPC-5936) and the St. Paul & St. Croix Falls/Wisconsin Central/Soo Line
Railway Segment (RA-SPC-8215) have previously been determined not eligible for individual listing on the National
Register. Extant portions of the structure built by the Northern Pacific are included in the list of Westminster
Junction’s character-defining features.
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MPDF registration requirements for a grade separation structure as an engineering solution to the
unusual problem of the convergence of multiple rail lines in the narrow Trout Brook ravine. The period
of significance begins in 1885 and ends in 1945, reflecting the most significant years of Westminster
Junction’s use. Westminster Junction retains its general configuration and four (4) of its tunnels from
that period of significance. The Soo Line Tunnel, which was not part of the two (2) original wye
junctions, is nonextant. Despite this loss and the construction of the Phalen Avenue Bridge over the
northern portion of Westminster Junction in 2004, the historic property retains integrity of location,
setting, design, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association. Character-defining features include
the two (2) grade-separated wye junctions and the stone and concrete structure, retaining walls, and
culverts dating prior to 1945. Modern vegetation along the edges of the historic property screens
modern development from view.

Potential Effects

The Project APE overlaps the Great Northern Railroad Corridor Historic District at the StPM&M Railway
Company Shops Historic District and at Westminster Junction (see Sheets 6 and 7 of the 15% Plans and
Page 2 of the Project APE in Appendix B). The BRT vehicles would operate within existing paved
roadways near the StPM&M Railway Company Shops Historic District (where it would run in a dedicated
BAT lane along Pennsylvania Avenue and in mixed traffic on the ramp between Pennsylvania Avenue
and Jackson Street) and over the Great Northern Railroad roadway (where it would run in a dedicated
BAT lane over the western portion of Westminster Junction). The Project would not have any direct,
physical effects to any of the resources associated with the Great Northern Railroad. However, proposed
physical changes in the vicinity of these historic properties include construction of the Mt. Airy Street,
Olive Street, and Cayuga Street Stations, retaining walls, and BMPs, as well as conversion of existing
pavement along Pennsylvania Avenue East and Phalen Boulevard into BAT lanes. Small partial property
acquisitions would occur near all three (3) stations. Therefore, potential Project effects include visual
effects of the proposed stations and potential changes in traffic, access, and parking.

Assessment of Effects

Physical

As currently designed, the proposed Project would not directly, physically affect any of the historic
resources associated with the Great Northern Railroad. Therefore, the Project would not diminish the
historic properties’ integrity of location, design, materials, or workmanship. The proposed LOD for a
BMP abuts the historic boundary of Westminster Junction (see Sheet 7 of the 15% Plans). The size,
depth, and design of the BMP will be informed by stormwater analysis currently underway. Any
potential adverse physical effects caused by unintended damage from construction activities can be
avoided with construction protection measures incorporated into contract documents.

Visual

The proposed Mt. Airy Street Station is located approximately 900 feet south of the StPM&M Railway
Company Shops Historic District and includes construction of retaining walls and a potential stormwater
BMP; none of this would be visible from the historic property due to the change in elevation. Two (2)
potential stormwater BMP locations are proposed within the existing intersection between Pennsylvania
Avenue East and Jackson Street, directly adjacent to the south boundary of the StPM&M Railway
Company Shops Historic District (this intersection is visible in Figure 24). However, any construction
within this intersection would not be visible from the historic property due to the change in elevation.
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Therefore, although the potential stormwater BMPs are within close proximity to the StPM&M Railway
Company Shops Historic District, they would not diminish the historic property’s integrity of setting,
feeling, or association any further. These Project elements would not be visible from either the Great
Northern Railroad Corridor Historic District or Westminster Junction.

The proposed Olive Street Station is located approximately 205 feet west of Westminster Junction’s
western boundary and the proposed Cayuga Street Station is located immediately adjacent to
Westminster Junction’s northern boundary. Neither the Olive Street Station nor the Cayuga Street
Station would be visible from the StPM&M Railway Company Shops Historic District. The Olive Street
Station would also not be visible from the Great Northern Railroad Corridor Historic District or
Westminster Junction due to the change in elevation. The proposed Cayuga Street Station includes
construction of dedicated BAT lanes and a retaining wall, in addition to the station platforms and
amenities. It would also require minor partial property acquisition and widening of Phalen Boulevard to
accommodate the approach to the northbound bus platform. In addition, a potential stormwater BMP is
located adjacent to the northeastern edge of Westminster Junction’s boundary, between the existing
railroad right-of-way and Phalen Boulevard. The removal and reintroduction of vegetation, the grading
of the landscape, the construction of Project elements, and the operation of the BRT service along
Phalen Boulevard all have the potential to have a permanent visual effect on Westminster Junction’s
setting. However, reestablishing vegetation as part of design development for the BMP and reviewing
the design of the Cayuga Street Station in accordance with the SOI Standards may minimize and/or
avoid potential adverse effects.

Traffic, Access, and Parking

None of the existing access points to the resources associated with the Great Northern Railroad would
be modified under the Project. The railroad roadways themselves would not be physically affected.
Southbound BRT traffic would pass in front of the entry to the StPM&M Railway Company Shops in a
dedicated BAT lane, and a new traffic signal would be introduced south of the property at the Mt. Airy
Street Station; however, none of this would impede access to the historic properties. The Project is not
expected to impact parking near this historic property.®’

Recommended Finding

StPM&M Railway Company Shops Historic District: No Adverse Effect

Based on the Project’s 15% Plans and the draft EA, the Project is anticipated to have No Adverse Effect
on the StPM&M Railway Company Shops Historic District. The historic property would not be physically
affected. The negligible increase in bus traffic in the vicinity of the historic property and the introduction
of stormwater BMPs within the existing intersection of Pennsylvania Avenue East and Jackson Street
would not alter any of the characteristics that qualify the historic property for inclusion in the National
Register or diminish the historic property’s integrity of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship,
feeling, or association.

97 SRF Consulting Group, Inc., “Land Use and Economics Technical Report, Draft,” 50, and Kimley-Horn and
Associates, Inc., “Traffic Technical Report, Draft.”
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Great Northern Railroad Corridor Historic District & Westminster Junction: No Adverse Effect with
Conditions

Based on the Project’s 15% Plans and the draft EA, the Project is anticipated to have No Adverse Effect
on the Great Northern Railroad Corridor Historic District and Westminster Junction if certain
conditions are placed on the Project. Construction of the Project would not physically affect any of the
historic properties associated with the Great Northern Railroad Corridor and, therefore, would not
diminish their integrity of location, design, materials, or workmanship. Although construction of the
Project would introduce temporary and permanent visual effects within the viewshed of the Great
Northern Railroad Corridor Historic District and Westminster Junction, the proposed conditions ensure
the Project would not alter any of the characteristics that qualify the historic properties for inclusion in
the National Register or diminish their integrity of setting, feeling, or association. The recommended
finding of No Adverse Effect is therefore dependent upon the following conditions being placed on the
Project:

e As part of design development along the northeastern edge of the historic property, vegetative
screening will be reestablished between Westminster Junction and the BMP west of the Cayuga
Street Station.

e To minimize visual impact and maximize compatibility with Westminster Junction while still
meeting the Project’s Purpose and Need, the design of the Cayuga Street Station and BMP will
be reviewed according to the SOI Standards at the Project’s 30%, 60%, 90%, and 100% Plans,
with a consultation meeting prior to finalization of 60% design. The consultation meeting will
also determine whether a CPPHP is necessary to ensure Westminster Junction is physically
protected during construction of the Project.

Saint Paul, Stillwater & Taylors Falls/Chicago, Saint Paul, Minneapolis & Omaha Railroad Corridor
Historic District (XX-RRD-CNW001)
Saint Paul to Stillwater Junction Segment, Saint Paul

Description & Historic Significance

The StPS&TF/Omaha Road Railroad Corridor Historic District is an approximately 15-mile-long railroad
corridor running roughly northeast-southwest between the Saint Paul Union Depot (RA-SPC-5225, RA-
SPC-6907) and Stillwater Junction, southwest of Stillwater (see Figure 26).2 Although the majority of the
corridor is a single track, a portion of its length contains double track. There are a number of abandoned
sidings associated with former industrial properties along the route. The StPS&TF Railroad constructed
the corridor in 1871 to connect Saint Paul to lumber mills in Stillwater and Taylors Falls. In 1880, the
Saint Paul and Sioux City Railroad acquired the corridor and then sold it to the Omaha Road later that
same year. Although it would be acquired by the Chicago & Northwestern Railroad in 1882, the corridor
continued to operate as the Omaha Road until 1957. As part of Chicago & Northwestern, this railroad
segment became part of a broad railroad corridor connecting lumber and agriculture areas between
Chicago, Saint Paul, and Omaha and providing important links to eastern and western markets. The

% Information on the StPS&TF/Omaha Road Railroad Corridor Historic District comes from Chris Hommerding,
“Saint Paul, Stillwater & Taylors Falls/Chicago, Saint Paul, Minneapolis & Omaha Railroad Corridor Historic District
(XX-RRD-CNWO001),” Minnesota Individual Property Inventory Form, 2019; and Andrew J. Schmidt, Andrea C.
Vermeer, Betsy H. Bradley, and Daniel R. Pratt. “Railroads in Minnesota, 1862-1956,” National Register of Historic
Places Multiple Property Documentation Form, 2013.
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Chicago & Northwestern, including the portion operated as the Omaha Road, is one (1) of three (3)
important Granger railroads in the state.”® The StPS& TF/Omaha Road Historic District includes a number
of contributing and noncontributing resources; those located within the Rush Line BRT APE are included
in Table 5.

Figure 26. StPS&TF/Omaha Road Railroad Corridor (in blue).

Table 5. StPS&TF/Omaha Road Resources in the Project APE

Inventory No. Property Name Address Status
XX-RRD-CNWO001 | Extant roadway (including sidings Throughout corridor C
within the corridor)
RA-SPC-5618 Westminster Junction Roughly bounded by the Lafayette C

Road Bridge, I-35E, a line
approximately 1,300 feet south of
the Cayuga Street Bridge, and a line
approximately 400 feet southwest
of the Cayuga Street/Phalen
Boulevard intersection, Saint Paul

N/A Phalen Boulevard Bridge (MnDOT Omaha Road at Phalen Boulevard, NC
Bridge 62598) over Corridor Saint Paul

N/A Edgerton Street Bridge (MnDOT Omaha Road at Edgerton Street, NC
Bridge 62567) over Corridor Saint Paul

N/A Payne Avenue Bridge (MnDOT Omaha Road at Payne Avenue, NC
Bridge 62544) over Corridor Saint Paul

9 Schmidt, Vermeer, Bradley, and Pratt, “Railroads in Minnesota, 1862—-1956,” National Register of Historic Places
Multiple Property Documentation Form, E-12.
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Inventory No. Property Name Address Status
RA-SPC-11130 Phalen Creek Valley Bridge (no Omaha Road, 250 feet east of C
MnDOT information available) Payne Avenue, Saint Paul
carrying Corridor
N/A Arcade Street Bridge (MnDOT Omaha Road at Arcade Street, Saint NC
Bridge 62062) over Corridor Paul
RA-SPC-1294 Forest Street Bridge (MnDOT Omaha Road at Forest Street, Saint C
Bridge 5962) over Corridor Paul
N/A Earl Street Bridge (MnDOT Bridge Omaha Road at Earl Street, Saint NC
62545) over Corridor Paul

The StPS&TF/Omaha Road Historic District is eligible for inclusion in the National Register under
Criterion A in the area of Transportation. It meets the Railroad MPDF registration requirements for a
railroad corridor historic district as a railroad that made an early connection between Saint Paul and
Chicago and as a Granger Railroad, providing transportation for agricultural products from southern
Minnesota to terminal markets in Saint Paul, Chicago, and Omaha. The period of significance begins in
1871, when the railroad was completed between Union Depot and Stillwater Junction, and extends to
1957 when the Omaha Road ceased to operate independently and formally merged with the Chicago &
Northwestern. Despite the loss of the roundhouse and switching yards and the construction of Phalen
Boulevard between Westminster Junction and Johnson Parkway, the StPS&TF/Omaha Road Historic
District retains sufficient integrity of location, design, materials, feeling, and association to convey its
historic significance. Character-defining features include the extant roadway (railroad bed, cuts, fills, and
ditches) and grade-separation structures at Westminster Junction, Phalen Creek Valley, Johnson
Parkway, and Stillwater Boulevard.

Potential Effects

The Project APE overlaps the StPS&TF/Omaha Road Railroad Corridor Historic District beginning at
Westminster Junction on the west and continuing eastward until Phalen Boulevard veers away from the
railroad corridor near North Duluth Street on the east (see Pages 2, 3, and 4 of the Project APE in
Appendix B). For the vast majority of the overlapping area, BRT vehicles would operate within existing
paved roadways, dedicated BAT lanes, or the newly constructed dedicated BRT roadway without the
potential to have direct, physical effects to the historic property. However, there are a number of
exceptions, which are noted below. Proposed physical changes in the vicinity of the historic property
include construction of the Olive Street, Cayuga Street, Payne Avenue, and Arcade Street Stations,
retaining walls, and BMPs, as well as conversion of existing pavement along Phalen Boulevard into
dedicated BAT lanes and construction of a dedicated BRT roadway east of Arcade Avenue. The transition
to the dedicated BRT roadway would also include construction of the Arcade Street Ramp immediately
adjacent to the historic property. Small property acquisitions would occur near all stations and along the
dedicated BRT roadway. Additional property acquisitions are proposed near the Arcade Street Station
and between Earl and Frank Streets to accommodate potential stormwater BMPs. Therefore, in addition
to the potential physical effects, potential Project effects include visual effects of the proposed stations
and the Arcade Street Ramp and potential changes in traffic, access, and parking.
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Assessment of Effects

Physical

In addition to BRT vehicles operating in a dedicated BAT lane over the western portion of Westminster
Junction, the proposed Project intersects with the StPS&TF/Omaha Road Railroad Corridor Historic
District in the following ways:

BRT vehicles are proposed to operate under the Forest Street Bridge (MnDOT Bridge 5962),
which is a contributing resource within the StPS&TF/Omaha Road Railroad Corridor Historic
District. The location of the Bruce Vento Regional Trail would also be shifted under this historic
resource (see Figure 27). No physical improvements are proposed for the actual bridge.
Improvements are proposed for two (2) noncontributing bridges that also cross over the
StPS&TF/Omaha Road Railroad Corridor Historic District. At the Payne Avenue Bridge (MnDOT
Bridge 62544), improvements would be made to accommodate sidewalk connections to the
Payne Avenue Station. At the Arcade Street Bridge (MnDOT Bridge 62062), improvements would
be made to accommodate sidewalk connections to the Arcade Street Station and to construct
the Arcade Street Ramp from Arcade Street to the dedicated BRT roadway north of Phalen
Boulevard. The Arcade Street Ramp is immediately adjacent to the StPS&TF/Omaha Road
Railroad Corridor Historic District property boundary, which extends across Phalen Boulevard at
this location (see Figure 27).

BRT vehicles would also operate on or under noncontributing bridges that also cross over the
StPS&TF/Omaha Road Railroad Corridor Historic District. These bridges include the Phalen
Boulevard Bridge (MnDOT Bridge 62598), Edgerton Street Bridge (MnDOT Bridge 62567), and
the Earl Street Bridge (MnDOT Bridge 62545). The location of the Bruce Vento Regional Trail
would also be shifted under the Earl Street Bridge. No physical improvements are proposed for
these bridges.

Figure 27. Boundary of StPS&TF/Omaha Road Railroad Corridor Historic District near the

Arcade Street Ramp.
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Because the only physical improvements that could impact the StPS&TF/Omaha Road Railroad Corridor
Historic District are minor improvements proposed to noncontributing resources, the Project would not
diminish the integrity of design, materials, or workmanship of the historic property.

The proposed LOD for construction abuts the historic boundary of the StPS&TF/Omaha Road Railroad
Corridor Historic District in several locations. However, any potential adverse physical effects caused by
unintended damage from construction activities can be avoided with construction protection measures
incorporated into contract documents.

Visual

The proposed Cayuga Street Station is located immediately adjacent to the northern boundary of
Westminster Junction and the StPS&TF/Omaha Road Railroad Corridor Historic District. The proposed
Payne Avenue Station would be located approximately 160 feet north of the StPS&TF/Omaha Road
Railroad Corridor Historic District’s northern boundary and the Arcade Street Station would be
approximately 500 feet north of the boundary, on the opposite side of Phalen Boulevard (see Sheets 7,
8, and 9 of the 15% Plans). Construction of these station areas would include dedicated BRT lanes,
medians, retaining walls, and station platforms and amenities. The construction of these Project
elements has the potential to have a permanent visual effect on the historic property’s setting. The
Arcade Street Ramp, which is located immediately adjacent to the historic property’s northern
boundary, would also be visible from the StPS&TF/Omaha Road Railroad Corridor Historic District.

Three potential stormwater BMP locations would be located adjacent to the northern edge of the
historic property boundaries at Payne Avenue, between the existing railroad roadway and Phalen
Boulevard (see Sheet 8 of the 15% Plans). Other stormwater BMPs are proposed on the opposite side of
Phalen Boulevard from the historic district’s boundaries and are less likely to be visible from the historic
property. These proposed BMPs would be located at Burr Street, between Neid Lane and Arcade Street,
between Earl Street and Frank Street, and east of Frank Street (see Sheets 8, 9, and 10 of the 15% Plans).

The removal and reintroduction of vegetation, the grading of the landscape, the construction of Project
elements, and the operation of the BRT service along Phalen Boulevard all have the potential to have a
permanent visual effect on the StPS&TF/Omaha Road Railroad Corridor Historic District. However, most
proposed Project elements are located across Phalen Boulevard from the historic property. The
construction of Phalen Boulevard and the removal of industrial properties between Westminster
Junction and Johnson Parkway have already diminished the property’s integrity of setting. The property
evaluation notes the historic district retains a “high degree of integrity of location, design, and
materials” in this area and remains “sufficiently wide to maintain the feeling and association of the
corridor and, as such, this segment retains integrity of setting.” No change is proposed to the width of
the historic property’s right-of-way and the introduction of most Project elements on the opposite side
of Phalen Boulevard would not further impact the property’s setting.

Three Project elements abut the historic property boundary. Near the Arcade Street Ramp, the
boundary overlaps with the modern construction of Phalen Boulevard. Because the historic property
was altered severely by the construction of Phalen Boulevard in this area, the construction of the Arcade
Street Ramp will not diminish the historic property’s integrity of setting, feeling, or association any
further. However, both the Cayuga Street Station and the safety barriers under the historic Forest Street
Bridge have the potential to diminish the property’s historic setting. In these areas, reviewing Project
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design in accordance with the SOI Standards may minimize and/or avoid potential adverse effects due to
visual changes.

Traffic, Access, and Parking

The proposed Project would not physically affect the railroad roadways of the StPS&TF/Omaha Road
Railroad Corridor Historic District or any of the existing access points to contributing resources. Although
traffic queuing concerns have been identified along Phalen Boulevard at Olive Street and at the
intersection of Neid Lane and Arcade Street, the Project incorporates improvements and the queuing
issues can be minimized through extended turning lanes and adjusting signal timing.'® There would be
minimal to no changes to traffic signals at Phalen Boulevard'’s intersections with Olive Street, Cayuga
Street, Payne Avenue, and Johnson Parkway. New traffic signals are proposed at Phalen Boulevard’s
intersections with Neid Lane, Arcade Street, Mendota Circle, Wells Street, and Frank Street. In addition,
a new pedestrian signal would be provided to facilitate crossing the dedicated BRT roadway near
Atlantic Street. None of these signal modifications would impede access to the historic property. The
Project is not expected to impact parking near this historic property.'°!

Recommended Finding: No Adverse Effect with Conditions

Based on the Project’s 15% Plans and the draft EA, the Project is anticipated to have No Adverse Effect
to the StPS&TF/Omaha Road Railroad Corridor Historic District if certain conditions are placed on the
Project. No Project elements would physically affect the historic property or its contributing resources;
however, the proximity of the LOD to the historic property may necessitate construction protection
measures to ensure that no historic properties are unintentionally damaged in a way that would
diminish the historic property’s integrity of location, design, materials, or workmanship. Although
construction of the Project would introduce temporary and permanent visual effects within the
viewshed of the StPS&TF/Omaha Road Railroad Corridor Historic District, the proposed conditions also
ensure the Project would not alter any of the characteristics that qualify the historic property for
inclusion in the National Register or diminish its integrity of setting, feeling, or association. The
recommended finding of No Adverse Effect is dependent upon the following conditions being placed on
the Project:

e As part of design development along the northern edge of the historic property, vegetative
screening will be reestablished wherever possible between Project elements and the
StPS&TF/Omaha Road Railroad Corridor Historic District.

e To minimize visual impact and maximize compatibility with the StPS& TF/Omaha Road Railroad
Corridor Historic District while still meeting the Project’s Purpose and Need, the design of the
Cayuga Street Station and any physical barriers needed in proximity to the Forest Street Bridge
(MnDOT Bridge 5962) will be reviewed according to the SOI Standards at the Project’s 30%, 60%,
90%, and 100% Plans, with a consultation meeting prior to finalization of 60% design. The
consultation meeting prior to the finalization of the 60% design will also determine whether a
CPPHP is necessary to ensure the StPS&TF/Omaha Road Railroad Corridor Historic District is
physically protected during construction of the Project. Consideration will be given to areas
where the LOD abuts the historic property boundary (e.g., near Westminster Junction, Cayuga
Street, east of Payne Avenue, and other areas) and for the Forest Street Bridge (MnDOT Bridge

100 Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc., “Traffic Technical Report, Draft,” 27, 34.
101 SRF Consulting Group, Inc., “Land Use and Economics Technical Report, Draft,” 50.
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5962) where the dedicated BRT roadway and Bruce Vento Regional Trail are being built under
the historic resource.

Resources Associated with the Lake Superior & Mississippi Railroad
A number of resources associated with the LS&M Railroad are located within the Project APE. Due to the
close historical associations of the properties, potential Project effects are assessed collectively. The

Project APE overlaps two (2) segments of the LS&M Railroad:

e Saint Paul to White Bear Lake Segment (XX-RRD-NPR0O01)
e  White Bear Lake to Hugo Segment (XX-RRD-NPROO5)

The White Bear Lake to Hugo Segment has only one (1) contributing resource in the Project APE: the
railroad roadway. However, the Saint Paul to White Bear Lake Segment has numerous contributing and
noncontributing resources. The contributing and noncontributing resources located within the Project
APE are outlined in Table 6 and the corridor is shown in Figure 28.

Table 6. LS&M Railroad Corridor Historic District: Saint Paul to White Bear Lake Resources in
the Project APE

Inventory or

62563) over roadway

Site No. Property Name Address Status
RA-SPC-11130 | Omaha Road Bridge (no bridge 260 feet east of Payne Avenue, C
number) over roadway Saint Paul
n/a Phalen Boulevard Bridge (Bridge Phalen Boulevard, Saint Paul NC
62616) over roadway
n/a Neid Lane Bridge (Bridge 62617) Neid Lane, Saint Paul NC
over roadway
n/a Arcade Street Bridge (Bridge 62062) | Arcade Street, Saint Paul NC
over roadway
RA-SPC-1294 Forest Street Bridge (Bridge 5962) Forest Street, Saint Paul C
over roadway
n/a Earl Street Bridge (Bridge 62545) Earl Street, Saint Paul NC
over roadway
RA-SPC-11140 | Bridge R0438 carrying railroad over | 750 feet south of Arlington Avenue, C
former local road (now pedestrian Saint Paul
path connecting McAfee Street to
East Shore Drive) which travels
through tunnel
21RA0082 Privy site 21RA0082 North of Frost Avenue, Maplewood NC
XX-RRD-NPR0O04 | 1868 Alignment of the LS&M Between Eldridge Avenue East and C
Railroad County Road B East, Maplewood
n/a Bridge 62004 carrying roadway over | TH 36, Maplewood NC
TH 36
XX-RRD-NPR0O03 | 1868 Alignment of the LS&M Between County Road C and C
Railroad Gervais Avenue, Maplewood
n/a County Road C Bridge (Bridge County Road C, Maplewood NC
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Inventory or

Site No. Property Name Address Status
XX-RRD-NPR002 | 1868 Alignment of the LS&M Between Kohlman Avenue and C
Railroad Beam Avenue, Maplewood
RA-MW(C-0248 | Railroad Bridge (Bridge 62529) over | Beam Avenue, Maplewood NC
Beam Avenue
RA-WBT-004 StP&D Bridge No.7 (no MnDOT 600 feet south of I-694 at original NC
Bridge Number) alignment of County Road D,
Maplewood
RA-WBC-0156 | Railroad Bridge (Bridge 62822) over | 1-694, Vadnais Heights and White C
1-694 Bear Lake
n/a TH 61 Bridge (Bridge 62092) over TH 61, Gem Lake and White Bear NC
roadway Lake
n/a 1880s Roadway Realighment Throughout Corridor C
n/a 1868 Railroad Roadway under later | Johnson Parkway to Maryland C
fill embankment realignment Avenue East and Arlington Avenue
East to Gervais Avenue
n/a Bruce Vento Regional Trail Portions of Corridor from Bruce NC

Vento Nature Sanctuary to Buerkle
Road
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Figure 28. LS&M Mainline Railroad Corridor. At the bottom of the image, the Saint Paul to
White Bear Lake Segment is in green and the White Bear Lake to Hugo Segment is in blue.%?

102 Mead & Hunt, Phase I Architecture/History Survey and Phase Il Evaluation for the Rush Line Bus Rapid Transit
Project, Figure 6.
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The following resources within the LS&M Railroad Corridor Historic District: Saint Paul to White Bear
Lake Segment and the Project APE are also individually eligible for inclusion in the National Register:

e 1868 Alignment of the LS&M Railroad between Kohlman Avenue and Beam Avenue (XX-RRD-
NPR002)

o 1868 Alignment of LS&M Railroad between County Road C and Gervais Avenue (XX-RRD-
NPRO03)

e 1868 Alignment of the LS&M Railroad between Eldridge Avenue East and County Road B East
(XX-RRD-NPR004)

Information specific to these historic properties is further discussed below.

Description & Historic Significance
LS&M Railroad Corridor Historic District: Saint Paul to White Bear Lake Segment (XX-RRD-NPR0O1)

1868 Alignment of the LS&M Railroad between Eldridge Avenue East and County Road B East (XX-RRD-
NPR0O04)

1868 Alignment of LS&M Railroad between County Road C and Gervais Avenue (XX-RRD-NPR0O3)

1868 Alignment of the LS&M Railroad between Kohlman Avenue and Beam Avenue (XX-RRD-NPR002)
The LS&M Railroad Corridor Historic District: Saint Paul to White Bear Lake Segment (XX-RRD-NPR001)
extends from a wye junction just east of Union Depot (RA-SPC-5225, RA-SPC-6907) in downtown Saint
Paul to the 1935 White Bear Lake Depot (RA-WBC-0121).1 The historic property, originally built by the
LS&M Railroad in 1868, is an approximately 11-mile segment of a 155-mile-long railroad corridor that
ran from Saint Paul to Duluth’s port on Lake Superior in 1870. The Saint Paul & Duluth Railroad acquired
the LS&M in 1877. In the 1880s, it made a number of improvements to the corridor, including
constructing a new railroad roadway over portions of the original 1868 roadway. The Northern Pacific
Railroad acquired the property in 1900 and operated it until the company merged with a number of
other railroads to form the Burlington Northern in 1970. The Northern Pacific began removing tracks
within the corridor in 1987 and RCRRA purchased approximately two-thirds of the segment in 1992 for
future light rail transit use, converting much of the trackless railroad roadway into the Bruce Vento
Regional Trail. Despite the presence of the trail and removal of metal rails, wooden ties, and ballast,
approximately 84% of the segment retains the historic railroad roadway, ditches, and associated
structures.

The LS&M Railroad Corridor Historic District: Saint Paul to White Bear Lake Segment is eligible for
inclusion in the National Register under Criterion A in the area of Transportation as an early segment of
what became the primary rail connection between the navigable waterways of the Mississippi River and
Lake Superior and as an important railroad connection between downtown Saint Paul and the summer
tourism industry of White Bear Lake. The groups of visible remnants of the 1868 LS&M railroad roadway
(XX-RRD-NPR0O02, XX-RRD-NPR0O03, and XX-RRD-NPR004) and the buried portions of the 1868 LS&M

103 |nformation on the LS&M Railroad Corridor Historic District: Saint Paul to White Bear Lake Segment comes from
Mead & Hunt and Midwest Valley Archaeology Center, Phase Il Evaluation: Lake Superior & Mississippi Railroad
Corridor Historic District: Saint Paul to White Bear Lake Segment, 2020; Andrew J. Schmidt, Andrea C. Vermeer,
Betsy H. Bradley, and Daniel R. Pratt. “Railroads in Minnesota, 1862-1956,” National Register of Historic Places
Multiple Property Documentation Form, 2013; and Sigrid Arnott and Andrea Pizza, “Supplement to Railroads in
Minnesota: 1862—1956 (Draft),” National Register of Historic Places Multiple Property Documentation Form, 2017.
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railroad roadway are also eligible for inclusion in the National Register under Criteria C and D as
examples of early railroad engineering in Minnesota from the mid-1860s to 1870 and for their potential
to contribute to the following research areas: Pre-Industrial Transportation Landscapes and Railroad
Spaces: 1858—-1910; Initial, Pioneering, and Expansion Railroads: Engineering, Construction, and
Ruination: 1858-1910; and Machines in the Garden: Railroads and Evidence of Environmental Change in
Minnesota: 1858—-1945.

The period of significance for the visible remnants of the 1868 LS&M railroad roadway begins in 1864
with the initial grading and construction and ends in 1868 with the completion of the Saint Paul and
White Bear Lake Segment. However, the effective period of significance for the entire district ends in
1970 when the Burlington Northern was formed. These historic properties meet the registration
requirements in the Railroad MPDF and the draft registration requirements in Supplement to Railroads
in Minnesota, 1862-1956 (DRAFT). Although the rails and ties are no longer extant and two (2)
noncontiguous portions of the historic corridor were destroyed after the period of significance, the
evaluation demonstrates that 84% of the district maintains sufficient integrity to convey its significance.
According to the evaluation, character-defining features include “the railroad roadway, grade separation
structures, retaining walls, depots, exposed and buried portions of the 1868 railroad roadbed, and the
overall sense of linearity emphasized by the setting, comprised of the adjacent land uses and
[vegetation along] the edge of the railroad [right-of-way].”?%

LS&M Railroad Corridor Historic District: White Bear Lake to Hugo Segment (XX-RRD-NPROO5)

The LS&M Railroad Corridor Historic District: White Bear Lake to Hugo Segment (XX-RRD-NPR0OO5)
extends from the White Bear Lake Depot (RA-WBC-0121) to downtown Hugo in Washington County.
Similar to the Saint Paul to White Bear Lake segment immediately to its south, this historic property was
built in 1868 and is an approximately 5.3-mile-long segment of a longer railroad corridor that reached
Duluth’s port on Lake Superior in 1870.1% Beginning in 1887, the route between White Bear Lake and
Duluth was regraded by the Saint Paul & Duluth Railroad. The corridor contains active rail line from
White Bear Lake to south of 140th Street (approximately 4.5 miles). North of that point, the railroad
roadway and ditches continue, but without metal rails, wooden ties, or ballast. Similar to the Saint Paul
to White Bear Lake segment, the portion of the roadway without tracks serves as a recreational trail.
The Hardwood Creek Regional Trail extends approximately 10 miles to the northern boundary of
Washington County and is entirely within the LS&M railroad corridor.

The LS&M Railroad Corridor Historic District: White Bear Lake to Hugo Segment is eligible for inclusion in
the National Register under Criterion A in the area of Transportation as an early segment of what would
become the primary rail connection between the navigable waterways of the Mississippi River and Lake
Superior. The period of significance begins in 1868 with the completion of the segment between White
Bear Lake and Hugo and ends in 1970 when the Burlington Northern was formed. The historic property
meets the registration requirements in the Railroad MPDF. Although the rails and ties are no longer

104 Mead & Hunt and Midwest Valley Archaeology Center, Phase Il Evaluation: Lake Superior & Mississippi Railroad
Corridor Historic District: Saint Paul to White Bear Lake Segment, 168.

105 |nformation on the LS&M Railroad Corridor Historic District: White Bear Lake to Hugo Segment comes from
Chris Hommerding, “Lake Superior & Mississippi Railroad Corridor Historic District: White Bear Lake to Hugo
Segment (XX-RRD-NPR0O5),” Minnesota Individual Property Inventory Form, 2020; and Andrew J. Schmidt, Andrea
C. Vermeer, Betsy H. Bradley, and Daniel R. Pratt. “Railroads in Minnesota, 1862-1956,” National Register of
Historic Places Multiple Property Documentation Form, 2013.
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extant for a portion of the corridor, it retains sufficient integrity of location, design, materials, setting,
feeling, and association to convey its historic significance. According to the evaluation, character-
defining features include “the railroad roadway, depots [sic], at-grade signalized crossings, culvert, and
the overall sense of linearity emphasized by the setting, comprised of the adjacent land uses and lack of
vegetation between the railroad roadway and the edge of [the right-of-way].”1%

Potential Effects

The Project APE overlaps with the LS&M Railroad Corridor Historic District beginning 150 feet east of
Payne Avenue in Saint Paul and continuing eastward and then northward through to the end of the BRT
corridor in White Bear Lake. The dedicated BRT roadway would be located within the boundary of the
LS&M: Saint Paul to White Bear Lake segment beginning at Arcade Street in Saint Paul and continuing
until Beam Avenue in Maplewood; it would also be within the historic property boundary between
County Road D and Buerkle Road in Maplewood.

Proposed physical changes within the LS&M Railroad Corridor Historic District boundary include
construction of the dedicated BRT roadway, Bruce Vento Regional Trail, retaining walls, stormwater
BMPs, linear stormwater BMPs, five (5) BRT stations, six (6) bridges, and one (1) park-and-ride facility.
Proposed physical changes within the vicinity of both historic LS&M segments include construction of
additional retaining walls, sidewalk and trail connections, stormwater BMPs, linear stormwater BMPs,
three (3) BRT stations, one (1) bridge, and one (1) park-and-ride facility. Although changes outside the
historic district boundary would not physically affect the district, the LOD may extend into the historic
property boundary and above-ground structures may be visible from the historic property or otherwise
impact traffic, access, and parking.

When not located within the LS&M Railroad Corridor Historic District, the BRT vehicles would operate
within paved roadways either in mixed traffic or in dedicated BAT lanes. The proposed BRT corridor
crosses under the Saint Paul to White Bear Lake Segment on Beam Avenue in Maplewood and over the
Saint Paul to White Bear Lake Segment on Neid Lane in Saint Paul and on TH 61 on the border of Gem
Lake and White Bear Lake. In White Bear Lake, north of the Whitaker Street Station, the proposed BRT
corridor travels alongside both segments in mixed traffic and intersects with the White Bear Lake to
Hugo Segment at grade. Although in most cases the BRT vehicles would operate in either mixed traffic
or in dedicated BAT lanes on existing paving, in limited areas paving would be repaired using mill and
overlay or widened to accommodate the dedicated BAT lanes.

Small property acquisitions would occur near several BRT stations and in limited areas along the
dedicated BRT roadway. Larger property acquisitions are proposed to accommodate potential
stormwater BMPs, including near the Arcade Street and Maryland Avenue Stations, between Earl and
Frank Streets, and near Gervais Avenue, Weaver Elementary School, and Beam Avenue. Therefore, in
addition to the physical effects within the boundaries of the Saint Paul to White Bear Lake Segment,
potential Project effects to both LS&M segments include visual effects of the proposed stations; and
potential changes in traffic, access, and parking during Project construction.

106 Chris Hommerding, “Lake Superior & Mississippi Railroad Corridor Historic District: White Bear Lake to Hugo
Segment (XX-RRD-NPR0O05),” 38. Because the Hugo depot is nonextant, the White Bear Lake Depot is the only
depot that can contribute to the White Bear Lake to Hugo Segment; the depot also contributes to the Saint Paul to
White Bear Lake Segment and is located outside the APE.
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Assessment of Effects

Physical

The proposed construction of the dedicated BRT roadway, BRT stations, bridges, park-and-rides,
stormwater BMPs, and other Project elements, as described below, would have a permanent physical
effect on the integrity of location (horizontal and vertical alignment), design, and materials of the LS&M
Railroad Corridor Historic District: Saint Paul to White Bear Lake Segment and, therefore, would also
impact the segment’s integrity of feeling and association. Because railroad tracks and railroad support
buildings have been removed from the majority of the segment, continued integrity of design, materials,
and setting is critical to maintaining the resource’s eligibility for listing on the National Register.%’

Construction of the Project would not physically affect the White Bear Lake to Hugo Segment or
diminish the segment’s integrity of location, design, materials, or workmanship.

Dedicated BRT Roadway

Two Project documents describe the proposed physical changes that the dedicated BRT roadway would
create within the historic property boundary, currently occupied by the Bruce Vento Regional Trail. The
Visual Resource Memorandum describes the appearance of the proposed dedicated BRT roadway as
“much like a typical roadway, with an asphalt, bituminous or concrete surface, as well as curbs and
gutters.”'% The memorandum further notes that the visual contrast compared to existing conditions
would be mostly “moderate” or “high” beginning at Arcade Street in Saint Paul and continuing through
to Beam Avenue in Maplewood.® To help mitigate the environmental effect of the dedicated BRT
roadway, the memorandum notes that public input was sought to develop the Ramsey County Rail
Right-of-Way Design Guide. That document presents five (5) guiding principles, including: “Consider
impacts to the historic character of the former rail corridor, minimize impacts to existing landscape and
enhance the Ramsey County rail right-of-way with ecologically beneficial, resilient, seasonally diverse
and low maintenance vegetation.”'° As it is incorporated into design development, the Ramsey County
Rail Right-of-Way Design Guide may help preserve the historic property’s sense of linearity. However,
the railroad roadway as it appeared at the end of its period of significance would be dramatically
changed.

The railroad roadway has been modified throughout its history, including substantial modifications in
the 1880s when it was increased to a double-track, minor modifications when it was reduced to a single
track after 1961, when the tracks were removed in beginning in 1987, and additional minor
modifications after 1992 when Ramsey County converted it to trail use.’! Throughout the period of
significance, users have experienced the railroad roadway as a single, linear corridor with one (1) or two
(2) railroad tracks. Today, it is a paved trail on the railroad roadbed (see Figure 29).

107 schmidt, Vermeer, Bradley, and Pratt, “Railroads in Minnesota, 1862—1956,” National Register of Historic Places
Multiple Property Documentation Form, 198. See the section on Visual Effects, for more information on the
Project’s potential impact on the historic property’s setting.

108 SRF Consulting Group, Inc., “Visual Resources Memorandum, Draft,” 2.

109 SRF Consulting Group, Inc., “Visual Resources Memorandum, Draft,” 31-35

110 Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority, Ramsey County Rail Right-of-Way Design Guide, 2.

111 Mead & Hunt and Midwest Valley Archaeology Center, Phase Il Evaluation: Lake Superior & Mississippi Railroad
Corridor Historic District: Saint Paul to White Bear Lake Segment, 126-127, 136, 143.
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Figure 29. Typical view along the Bruce Vento Regional Trail in Maplewood, facing south.!!?

Proposed construction within the right-of-way between Johnson Parkway and Beam Avenue would alter
the railroad roadway, increasing the existing roadbed’s width and the appearance of existing fills, cuts,
and ditches (see Sheets 53, 54, and 56 of the 15% Plans). The new 12-foot-wide trail (a shared-use path)
would have a different horizontal alignment than the existing trail and would be separated from the 26-
foot-wide dedicated BRT roadway with a vegetated buffer (see Figure 30).

Figure 30. Typical buffer and screening treatment illustrating vegetative buffers on either
edge of the right-of-way and between the dedicated BRT roadway and the trail.113

As noted in the Railroad MPDF, “[a]t minimum, a railroad corridor historic district includes a railroad
roadway” and “must retain integrity of location, design and materials.”*'* The location of the railroad
roadway overall would not change under the Project, as it would still be within the historic district’s

112 |mage is taken from SRF Consulting Group, Inc., “Visual Resources Memorandum, Draft,” Figure 12.

113 |mage is taken from Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority. Ramsey County Rail Right-of-Way Design
Guide, Figure 42.

114 Schmidt, Vermeer, Bradley, and Pratt, “Railroads in Minnesota, 1862—1956,” National Register of Historic Places
Multiple Property Documentation Form, 183, 198.

77



Rush Line Bus Rapid Transit Project: Section 106 Assessment of Effects and
Determination of Effect for Historic Properties

boundary. However, the horizontal and vertical alignment of the roadbed would be modified. Because
the tracks have already been removed from the majority of the Saint Paul to White Bear Lake Segment,
the Railroad MPDF places emphasis on the design and material integrity of the railroad roadway as
defined by the modified ground, including the railroad bed, fills or cuts, and ditches. Substantial ground
disturbance is proposed that would affect the railroad roadway’s remaining integrity of design and
materials to such an extent that users may no longer recognize it as a railroad corridor despite its
continued linear nature. Design review is not likely to avoid or significantly minimize adverse effects due
to the width needed to accommodate both the BRT guideway and the new trail. Construction within the
corridor would create physical impacts to historic materials, features, and spatial relationships that
would not be reversible. In addition, although it might be possible to design the Project to avoid physical
effects to two (2) of the 1868 roadway remnants (XX-RRD-NPR002 and XX-RRD-NPROO3; see Figure 31
and Figure 32), modifications to the roadway to accommodate the Weaver Trail Underpass would likely
physically impact the 1868 roadway remnant there (XX-RRD-NPR0O04; see Figure 33).

Figure 31. Proposed Project Plans in the vicinity of the 1868 Alignment of LS&M Railroad
between County Road C and Gervais Avenue (XX-RRD-NPR003).115

115 |mages are approximately aligned for illustrative purposes. The image on the left is from Vicki Twinde-Javner,
“1868 Alignment of Lake Superior & Mississippi Railroad between County Road C and Gervais Avenue (XX-RRD-
NPR003),” Minnesota Individual Property Inventory Form.
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Figure 32. Proposed Project Plans in the vicinity of the 1868 Alignment of the LS&M Railroad
between Kohlman Avenue and Beam Avenue (XX-RRD-NPR002).116

Figure 33. Proposed Project Plans in the vicinity of the 1868 Alignment of the LS&M Railroad
between Eldridge Avenue East and County Road B East (XX-RRD-NPR004).1%7

116 |mages are approximately aligned for illustrative purposes. The image on the left is from Vicki Twinde-Javner,
“1868 Alignment of the Lake Superior & Mississippi Railroad between Kohlman Avenue and Beam Avenue (XX-
RRD-NPR002),” Minnesota Individual Property Inventory Form.

117 Images are approximately aligned for illustrative purposes. The image on the left is from Vicki Twinde-Javner,
“1868 Alignment of the Lake Superior & Mississippi Railroad between Eldridge Avenue E and County Road B E (XX-
RRD-NPR004),” Minnesota Individual Property Inventory Form.
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BRT Stations

The following five (5) proposed BRT stations, including all or portions of associated station platforms and
amenities, retaining walls, and sidewalk or trail connections, are within the historic boundary of the
Saint Paul to White Bear Lake Segment:

e Cook Avenue Station (see Sheet 11 of the 15% Plans)

e Maryland Avenue Station (see Sheet 12 of the 15% Plans)

e larpenteur Avenue Station (see Sheet 13 of the 15% Plans)

e Frost Avenue Station (see Sheet 14 of the 15% Plans)

e Highway 36 Station (see Sheets 17, 17A, 34, and 35 of the 15% Plans)

Platform and station design development is currently limited to the general location, layout, and size of
the platform (see Sheet 80 of the 15% Plans for station platform layout within the historic district, Sheet
83 for a section of a typical platform, and Figure 34). The Cook Avenue Station is proposed in a portion
of the historic district where the railroad roadway has already been destroyed and it would not impact
the historic property’s integrity. The Maryland Avenue, Larpenteur Avenue, Frost Avenue, and Highway
36 Stations, however, are proposed at locations fully within the historic district boundary in areas where
the historic property has good integrity.

Figure 34. Visualization of typical station, trail, and dedicated BRT roadway.8

118 |mage is taken from SRF Consulting Group, Inc., “Visual Resources Memorandum, Draft,” Figure 1.

80



Rush Line Bus Rapid Transit Project: Section 106 Assessment of Effects and
Determination of Effect for Historic Properties

Although the platforms for the Buerkle Road and Whitaker Street Stations would be outside the district
boundaries, the LOD for those stations would be immediately adjacent to or partially within the historic
district boundary in areas where the historic property’s integrity has already been compromised.

While the Railroad MPDF does not discuss how the construction of new buildings, structures, and
objects within a railroad corridor historic district’s boundaries affects integrity, the introduction of BRT
stations would affect the property’s integrity of feeling. Depending on the placement and design of
individual stations, the construction could also affect the historic property’s integrity of design and
materials. While reviewing individual stations for design in accordance with the SOI Standards and
developing construction protection measures to avoid unintended damage from construction activities
may minimize impacts to the historic properties, these conditions would be unlikely to entirely avoid
adverse effects.

Bridges
The following six (6) bridges, including associated retaining walls and sidewalk or trail connections, are
proposed within the historic boundary of the Saint Paul to White Bear Lake Segment:

e Arcade Street Ramp (see Sheets 9, 47, and 48 of the 15% Plans)
e Johnson Parkway Bridge (see Sheets 11 and 52 of the 15% Plans)
e Gateway Trail Underpass (see Sheet 15 of the 15% Plans)

e Weaver Trail Underpass (see Sheet 15 of the 15% Plans)

e Highway 36 Bridge (see Sheets 16 and 55 of the 15% Plans)

e Fitch/Barclay Trail Underpass (see Sheet 18 of the 15% Plans)

Bridge design development is currently limited to location and general size. The Arcade Street Ramp is
proposed in a portion of the historic district where the railroad roadway has already been destroyed and
it would not impact the historic property’s integrity. The Johnson Parkway Bridge and the Highway 36
Bridge are both proposed in locations where bridges previously existed. Bridges did not previously exist
at the Gateway State Trail or at the trails at Weaver Elementary School and Fitch Road/Barclay Street.

Although the I-694 Bridge would be outside the historic district and is discussed as a visual effect, below,
the LOD is within the historic property boundary (see Sheets 21 and 60 of the 15% Plans).

While the Railroad MPDF does not discuss how the construction of new grade-separation structures
within a railroad corridor historic district’s boundaries affects integrity, construction of the three (3) trail
underpasses and the 1-694 Bridge would affect the historic property’s integrity of location (vertical and
horizontal alignment of the roadbed), design, materials, and feeling. In addition, the Weaver Trail
Underpass would physically impact the 1868 roadway remnant there (XX-RRD-NPR0OO4). If appropriately
designed, the Johnson Parkway Bridge and the Highway 36 Bridge may have minimal effect on the
overall integrity of the historic district; however, construction would impact intact historic roadways in
these areas and change the vertical alighment of the roadbed. Reviewing all of the proposed bridges for
design in accordance with the SOI Standards and developing construction protection measures to avoid
unintended damage from construction activities may minimize impacts to historic properties. However,
these conditions would be unlikely to avoid adverse effects entirely.
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Park-and-Ride Facility

The proposed Highway 36 park-and-ride would be located adjacent to the Saint Paul to White Bear Lake
Segment near Harvest Park (see Figure 35 and Sheets 17, 18, 34, and 35 of the 15% Plans). ¥ The 300-
space structure would serve transit riders and provide some additional parking for users of Harvest Park
and the Bruce Vento Regional Trail. Although design development has not progressed sufficiently to
determine how much of the structure would ultimately be within the historic district boundaries, ground
disturbance for construction and connections to the Highway 36 Station would extend into the historic
property. The proposed location is approximately 950 feet south of an 1868 roadway remnant (XX-RRD-
NPR0O03) and would not physically impact it.

Figure 35. Proposed Project Plans in the vicinity of the Highway 36 Park-and-Ride Facility.
LS&M Railroad Corridor Historic District boundaries outlined in blue.

Maplewood'’s first comprehensive plan was developed in 1972 and identified a portion of what is now
known as Harvest Park (RA-MWC-0263) as public space to be set aside for open space and recreation.
The land appears to have been in agricultural use prior to the park’s establishment, and no structures
are visible in available aerial photographs (see Figure 36). Construction in this open space would
therefore introduce a structure where there was none during the period of significance.

119 The Rush Line BRT Project is considering a Build Alternative with the park-and-ride structure and a Build
Alternative option without the park-and-ride. See Section 2.3.3 of the Environmental Assessment: Rush Line Bus
Rapid Transit Project, DRAFT, dated September 2020.
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Figure 36. Harvest Park. The land that became Harvest Park is shown in aerial photographs
from (left to right) 1940, 1974 (just after the period of significance for the LS&M Railroad
Corridor Historic District), and 2018. The blue arrow in the 2018 image points to the location
of the proposed Highway 36 park-and-ride.!?°

While the Railroad MPDF does not discuss how the construction of new buildings, structures, and
objects within or adjacent to a railroad corridor historic district’s boundaries affects integrity, the
introduction of a structured park-and-ride in this location would impact the historic property’s integrity
of design, materials, and setting through the physical impact of construction. While reviewing the design
in accordance with the SOI Standards may minimize this impact, it is unlikely to avoid adverse effects
entirely due to the introduction of a building in a previously open setting.

Stormwater BMPs
Two areas within the historic property boundaries include proposed stormwater BMPs:

e Near Arcade Street (see Sheet 9 of the 15% Plans)
o Near Nebraska Avenue (see Sheet 13 of the 15% Plans)

Project plans currently depict potential stormwater BMP locations as blue stars in approximate
locations. The size, depth, and design of the BMPs will be informed by stormwater analysis currently
underway. In some cases, the stormwater BMP locations may be removed from consideration.

120 Ramsey County, “Ramsey County Interactive Map,” MapRamsey, 1940, 1974, and 2018
https://maps.co.ramsey.mn.us/Html5Viewer/index.html?configBase=https://maps.co.ramsey.mn.us/Geocortex/Es
sentials/REST/sites/MapRamsey/viewers/MapRamsey/virtualdirectory/Resources/Config/Default (accessed on July
30, 2020).
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Depending on the placement and design of the stormwater BMP, construction could affect the historic
property’s integrity of design, materials, and feeling. However, because the area between the railroad
roadway and the edge of the railroad right-of-way historically was overgrown with vegetation,
reestablishing vegetation as part of design development and/or reviewing the stormwater BMP design
in accordance with the SOI Standards may minimize or avoid potential adverse effects due to this
Project element.?!

Visual

The construction of BRT stations, a bridge, and stormwater BMPs, as described below, has the potential
to have a permanent visual effect on the historic setting of the LS&M Railroad Corridor Historic District
segments.’?? Because the majority of the Saint Paul to White Bear Lake Segment has already lost railroad
tracks and railroad support buildings, continued integrity of setting (in addition to integrity of design and
material) is critical to maintaining eligibility for listing on the National Register.1?

Three (3) BRT stations, including dedicated BRT lanes, medians, retaining walls, and station platforms
and amenities, would be visible from the LS&M railroad Corridor Historic District: Saint Paul to White
Bear Lake Segment:

e Arcade Street Station: approximately 330 feet north
e Buerkle Road Station: approximately four (4) feet east
e Whitaker Street Station: approximately six (6) feet east

The 1-694 Bridge would be built immediately adjacent to the historic property boundary. The bridge is
located near Bridge 62822 (RA-WBC-0156, contributing), an existing railroad bridge carrying the Bruce
Vento Regional Trail over the Interstate (see Sheets 29 and 60 of the 15% Plans). Bridge 62822 and the
current Bruce Vento Regional Trail in this area are both proposed to remain in place as part of the
Project. However, the new 1-694 Bridge would be visible from the historic district, including from the
contributing bridge.

No BMPs are located near or adjacent to the White Bear Lake to Hugo Segment. The following potential
BMP locations are immediately adjacent to or within view of the Saint Paul to White Bear Lake Segment:

e Near Payne Avenue on either side of the historic property (see Sheet 8 of the 15% Plans)

e Between Earl Street and the Cook Avenue Station, in a portion of the historic property that no
longer has integrity (see Sheets 10 and 11 of the 15% Plans)

o North of Maryland Avenue Station, east of the historic property (see Sheet 12 of the 15% Plans)

e South of Frost Avenue, east and west of the historic property (see Sheet 14 of the 15% Plans)

o Near the Weaver Trail Underpass, west of the historic property (see Sheet 15 of the 15% Plans)

e South of County Road B East, east of the historic property (see Sheet 16 of the 15% Plans)

e North of TH 36, west of the historic property (see Sheet 16 of the 15% Plans)

121 schmidt, Vermeer, Bradley, and Pratt, “Railroads in Minnesota, 1862—1956,” National Register of Historic Places
Multiple Property Documentation Form, 186.

122 The County Road E park-and-ride facility and the Payne Avenue, St. John’s Boulevard, County Road E, Cedar
Avenue, and Downtown White Bear Lake Stations would not be visible from the historic property, or would be
minimally visible due to distance and intervening buildings and vegetation.

123 Schmidt, Vermeer, Bradley, and Pratt, “Railroads in Minnesota, 1862—-1956,” National Register of Historic Places
Multiple Property Documentation Form, 198.
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e Near the Highway 36 Station, west of the historic property (see Sheets 17 and 17A of the 15%
Plans)

e South of Beam Avenue, west of the historic property (see Sheet 18 of the 15% Plans)

e Between County Road D and I1-694, east of the historic property (see Sheet 21 of the 15% Plans)

e South of Buerkle Avenue, east of the historic property (see Sheet 21 of the 15% Plans)

o Near the TH 61 bridge over the historic property, east of the historic property (see Sheet 24 of
the 15% Plans)

o North of Goose Lake, east of the historic property (see Sheet 26 of the 15% Plans)

Although these potential stormwater BMPs are outside the historic district’s boundaries, the removal
and reintroduction of vegetation, and the grading of the landscape all have the potential to have a
permanent visual effect on the historic property. As noted above, the size, depth, and design of the
BMPs will be informed by stormwater analysis that is currently underway; in some cases, the
stormwater BMP locations may be removed from consideration.

Introduction of the Arcade Street, Buerkle Road, and Whitaker Street Stations, the 1-694 Bridge, and the
above-referenced potential stormwater BMPs has the potential to diminish the Saint Paul to White Bear
Lake Segment’s integrity of setting. Through design development, screening could be established or
reestablished between some Project elements and the historic property. For example, vegetative
screening could be incorporated into BMP design, where appropriate. Reviewing the design of Project
elements in accordance with the SOI Standards may also minimize and/or avoid potential adverse
effects. This review, most appropriate for the BRT stations and the 1-694 Bridge, would need to include
minimizing the mass, scale, and visibility of Project elements from the historic property’s viewshed and
the establishment or reestablishment of appropriate screening as design development continues.

Traffic, Access, and Parking

The Bruce Vento Regional Trail is located within the historic boundary of the Saint Paul to White Bear
Lake Segment between approximately Arcade Street in Saint Paul and 1-694; for the majority of the
route, the trail is located on top of the railroad roadbed.'?* The Project would shift the location of the
new trail within the historic district boundaries (see Dedicated BRT Roadway). The trail would be
available for recreational use as it has been since its creation after 1992. North of 1-694, the two (2)
historic district segments serve as an active railroad corridor to just south of 140th Street in Hugo,
Minnesota.

Although there are numerous proposed property acquisitions adjacent to the historic property
boundary, the only permanent acquisition proposed within the historic property boundary is
approximately 800 square feet for construction of a new sidewalk north of Buerkle Road. There are also
temporary easements for construction of pedestrian improvements at Buerkle Road, along the west side
of TH 61, and on the south side of 8th Street in White Bear Lake. Although construction may temporarily
impact freight operations in the historic corridor, activities would be coordinated with the BNSF Railway
Company. The new pedestrian crossing at Buerkle Road is not anticipated to affect freight rail

124 Small portions of the trail near Phalen Park in Saint Paul and near County Road D in Maplewood extend outside
the historic boundary of the LS&M Railroad Corridor Historic District. Additionally, some portions of the trail are
located elsewhere within the historic property boundary and not directly on top of the railroad roadbed.
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operations due to the low volume of trains that use the track. Any properties impacted by temporary
easements would “be restored to a condition that is comparable to its pre-construction use.”!%

New traffic signals would be introduced where the dedicated BRT roadway intersects Maryland Avenue,
Larpenteur Avenue East, Frost Avenue, County Road B East, Cope Avenue East, Gervais Avenue, Beam
Avenue East, County Road D, and Buerkle Road. Stop signs would be introduced where the dedicated
BRT roadway intersects Arlington Avenue East, Idaho Avenue East, and Ripley Avenue. None of these
signal modifications would impede access to the historic property.

Rush Line BRT traffic analysis identified queuing issues along TH 61 at County Road E, County Road 96,
and 4th Street in White Bear Lake. However, the queuing issues can be minimized by extending turn
lanes or adjusting transit signal priority parameters. None of the queuing issues would impair access to
the historic property.1?

The Project would result in the loss of some on-street parking spaces near the Bruce Vento Regional
Trail [including eight (8) spaces near the Larpenteur Avenue Station and 13 spaces near the Highway 36
Station under the Build Alternative option without the park-and-ride]. This loss of parking spaces is “not
expected to adversely impact community facilities” or “affect community character and cohesion” in
those areas.'* The proposed park-and-ride near the Highway 36 Station would improve access to the
recreational trail.

Potential Project Effects to Overall Integrity and National Register-Eligibility

The Railroad MPDF indicates a railroad corridor historic district must include, at a minimum, a railroad
roadway with integrity. It also notes that the district as a whole must retain, at a minimum, integrity of
location, design, and materials.'?® The Guidelines for Inventory and Evaluation of Railroads in Minnesota
note that if a portion of a railroad corridor “has completely lost its integrity, such that there is no visible
expression on the landscape, the railroad corridor has lost its ability to convey the operation of the
railroad as a single transportation corridor.”*?

According to the historic property evaluation, the LS&M railroad roadway retains its alignment in
approximately 9.25 miles of the 11-mile Saint Paul to White Bear Lake Segment (84%).13° Upon
completion of the Project as proposed, the railroad roadway will retain approximately 5.2 miles of its
alignment (47%). This includes approximately 1.1 miles between 1-94 and Arcade Street at the southern
end of the segment, approximately 0.5 miles between Beam Avenue and County Road D, and

125 Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc., “Freight Rail Memorandum, Draft,” 2.

126 Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc., “Traffic Technical Report, Draft,” 29-30, 34.

127 SRF Consulting Group, Inc., “Land Use and Economics Technical Report, Draft,” 50, 61-62.

128 Schmidt, Vermeer, Bradley, and Pratt, “Railroads in Minnesota, 1862-1956,” National Register of Historic Places
Multiple Property Documentation Form, 198-201. Although the Railroad MPDF discusses seven (7) aspects of
integrity for railroad corridor historic districts, it focuses the attention on location, design, and materials. It also
notes that integrity of feeling and association is highly dependent on the other aspects of integrity and that
workmanship is typically only present in individual railroad elements, such as stonework in a bridge abutment. The
evaluations for the visible remnants of the 1868 LS&M railroad roadway note that they retain integrity of
workmanship.

129 MnSHPO and MnDOT, Guidelines for Inventory and Evaluation of Railroads in Minnesota, 16.

130 Mead & Hunt and Midwest Valley Archaeology Center, Phase Il Evaluation: Lake Superior & Mississippi Railroad
Corridor Historic District: Saint Paul to White Bear Lake Segment, 150. The evaluation provided this percentage as
85; the number is corrected in this report.
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approximately 3.6 miles between |1-694 and the White Bear Lake Depot at the northern end of the
segment (See Figure 37). Although these distances will likely change as design development progresses,
construction of the dedicated BRT guideway and paved trail will result in the remainder of the historic
district no longer reading as a railroad corridor, leaving a substantial gap between the southern segment
and the northern segments. As noted in the Guidelines for Inventory and Evaluation of Railroads in
Minnesota, a railroad corridor historic district “cannot jump over this type of missing gap to connect
railroad segments retaining integrity any more than a train traveling along a railroad corridor could jump
such a gap.”®3!

The diminishment of the Saint Paul to White Bear Lake Segment’s integrity of location, design, materials,
setting, feeling, and association, along with the diminishment of integrity of workmanship at the visible
remnants of the 1868 LS&M railroad roadway, could possibly render the Saint Paul to White Bear Lake
Segment no longer eligible for inclusion in the National Register. The loss of integrity on this terminal
segment will also diminish integrity of the entire LS&M mainline between Saint Paul and Duluth,
resulting in the diminishment of the White Bear Lake to Hugo Segment’s integrity of association with the
larger whole.

Because the LS&M Railroad is significant as the primary rail connection between the navigable
waterways of the Mississippi River (at the port in Saint Paul) and Lake Superior (at the port in Duluth),
the loss of the terminal segment’s integrity may also render the LS&M mainline no longer eligible for
inclusion in the National Register. For railroads with significant connections between terminals, the
Railroad MPDF emphasizes the importance of a railroad corridor’s integrity being intact “at least to the
metropolitan area or urban center where the connection was made.”*3? The Guidelines for Inventory and
Evaluation of Railroads in Minnesota note that “a railroad corridor significant for the connections it once
made does not retain historic integrity if the railroad segment providing connection to its significant
terminal, transfer, or resource procurement area lacks historic integrity and if the portion lacking
historic integrity is of sufficient length that the railroad corridor no longer approaches the area of
significant connection.”*3® Although White Bear Lake is considered part of the Twin Cities metropolitan
area, rail lines reaching White Bear Lake could extend into either Minneapolis or Saint Paul (see Figure
38). The Project as proposed would substantially alter the LS&M'’s significant approach to the port at the
Mississippi River in Saint Paul.

1B MnSHPO and MnDOT, Guidelines for Inventory and Evaluation of Railroads in Minnesota, 16.

132 schmidt, Vermeer, Bradley, and Pratt, “Railroads in Minnesota, 1862-1956,” National Register of Historic Places
Multiple Property Documentation Form, 202.

133 MnSHPO and MnDOT, Guidelines for Inventory and Evaluation of Railroads in Minnesota, 15-16.
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Figure 37. Intact portions of the railroad roadway (in blue) following completion of project
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Figure 38. Railroads in Minneapolis-Saint Paul Area. The rail lines that would eventually
become the Northern Pacific are depicted in yellow. The LS&M Railroad Corridor Historic
District is significant for its connection from Duluth to Saint Paul; the proposed Project would
substantially alter the terminal connection between White Bear Lake and Saint Paul.'3*

Recommended Finding: Adverse Effect

Based on the Project’s 15% Plans and the draft EA, the Project is anticipated to have an Adverse Effect
to the LS&M Railroad Corridor Historic District: Saint Paul to White Bear Lake Segment and the
individually eligible 1868 Alignments of the LS&M Railroad (XX-RRD-NPR002, XX-RRD-NPR003, and XX-
RRD-NPR004). Because the Saint Paul to White Bear Lake Segment also serves as the terminal segment
for the entire LS&M Railroad Corridor from Saint Paul to Duluth, the Adverse Effect also applies to the
White Bear Lake to Hugo Segment and the larger historic railroad corridor to Duluth. Construction of
the Project would directly and physically alter the characteristics that qualify the Saint Paul to White
Bear Lake Segment for inclusion in the National Register by diminishing its integrity of design and
materials. The Project would extensively alter the railroad bed’s width and the appearance of existing
fills, cuts, and ditches through regrading and widening of the roadbed and the introduction of a paved
roadway, stations, bridges, and other Project elements. Minimization of this adverse effect is unlikely to
be accomplished through design review in a way that also meets the Project’s purpose and need. In
addition, the construction of some Project elements within the viewshed of the corridor could diminish
integrity of setting, feeling, and association. Although conditions could be placed on the design of

134 Image from Schmidt, Vermeer, Bradley, and Pratt, “Railroads in Minnesota, 1862-1956,” National Register of
Historic Places Multiple Property Documentation Form, Maps.
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various Project elements to minimize visual effects, the entire BRT Corridor beginning at the Arcade
Street Station and continuing through the Whitaker Street Station would be subject to design review. It
may not be possible to avoid physical effects to each of the 1868 Alignments of the LS&M Railroad. Due
to the substantial physical changes proposed in the corridor and the extensive review required to
minimize visual effects, resolution of all Adverse Effects to resources associated with the LS&M Railroad
will be most effectively accomplished through continued consultation under Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act.

Theodore Hamm Brewing Company Complex (RA-SPC-2926)
Minnehaha Avenue East between Payne Avenue & Stroh Drive, Saint Paul

Description & Historic Significance

The Theodore Hamm Brewing Company (Hamm’s Brewing Company) Complex was constructed from
circa 1865 to 1978.1% The buildings are generally clad in brick and range from one (1) to eight (8) stories
in height. Associated structures include a pump house, tunnels, skyways, a silo, a shavings vault, a
retaining wall, and a bridge. The brewery was established in 1865 and grew to become the largest
brewery in Minnesota. The brewery expanded and modernized several times since its initial construction
to successfully incorporate scientific and technological advancements within the brewing industry. For
three (3) successive generations, the brewery was passed down from father to son, with leadership
remaining in the Hamm family. The brewing complex consists of 28 contributing resources and 10
noncontributing resources (see Figure 39).1% However, only one (1) noncontributing resource is partially
located within the Rush Line BRT APE: Rail Shipping and Storage, Building No. 65, built in 1965.

The Hamm’s Brewing Company Complex is eligible for inclusion in the National Register under Criteria A
in the area of Industry and under Criteria B for association with Theodore Hamm, William Hamm Sr., and
William Hamm Jr. The period of significance begins in 1865, representing the earliest construction, and
ends in 1952, when leadership shifted outside of the Hamm family and the company expanded outside
of the St. Paul plant. Overall, the Hamm’s Brewing Company Complex retains sufficient integrity of
materials, design, workmanship, location, and feeling to convey its historic significance. Since the period
of significance, there have been changes to the land use north of the Complex. During the period of
significance, the area was a railroad corridor lined with industrial properties. However, portions of the
LS&M Railroad were removed in the 1990s, and Phalen Boulevard was completed in 2001, diminishing
the setting and association of Hamm’s Brewing Company with the railroad industry and industry. The
Hamm'’s Brewing Company Complex’s relationship to the topography and the surrounding properties is
intact at the southwest corner of the property near Swede Hollow. Character-defining features include
the brick cladding that visually links the complex’s resources, the melding of old and new buildings
within the complex for modernization purposes, topography, and relationship to nearby fresh water
sources.

135 Information on the Theodore Hamm Brewing Company Complex comes from Katie Ohland, “Theodore Hamm
Brewing Company Complex (RA-SPC-2926),” Minnesota Multiple Property Inventory Form, 2019; and Diane Trout-
Oertel, “Theodore Hamm Brewing Company,” National Register of Historic Places Registration Form, 2005.

136 Underground tunnels and pipe systems have not been separately inventoried. If future ground disturbance is
proposed within the complex boundaries, additional survey and evaluation of these underground resources may
be necessary.
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Figure 39. Contributing and noncontributing resources of the Hamm’s Brewing Company
Complex!3’

Potential Effects

The proposed Project includes operation of BRT vehicles within existing paved roadways along Phalen
Boulevard and Neid Lane, north of Hamm’s Brewing Company Complex (see Sheets 8 and 9 of the 15%
Plans and Figure 40). The Project would not have any direct physical effects to any of the contributing
resources. However, as noted on the 15% Plans, the proposed physical changes in the vicinity of the
historic property include the proposed Payne Avenue and Arcade Street Stations, sidewalk connections,
and proposed BMPs, all of which are on the opposite side of Phalen Boulevard from the historic

137 Based on analysis of aerial photographs and Google Street View, resources numbered 1, 11, 20, 26, 27, and 39
are nonextant and are not depicted on this map. These were outside the survey area for the Rush Line BRT Project.
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property. Small partial property acquisitions would occur near both stations and, in limited areas,
existing paving would be repaired using mill and overlay. Therefore, potential Project effects include
visual effects of the proposed stations and potential changes in traffic, access, and parking.

Figure 40. Proposed Project plans within the vicinity of Homm’s Brewing Company Complex
(approximate historic property boundary outlined in blue).138

Assessment of Effects

Physical

As currently designed, the proposed Project would not directly, physically affect any of the historic
resources associated with the Hamm’s Brewing Company Complex. Therefore, the Project would not
diminish the historic property’s integrity of location, design, materials, or workmanship.

Visual

The proposed Payne Avenue Station would be located 360 feet northwest of the Hamm’s Brewing
Company Complex’s northern boundary, and the Arcade Street Station would be 925 feet northeast.
Both stations would be on the opposite side of the StPS&TF/Omaha Road Railroad Corridor Historic
District (XX-RRD-CNWO0O01) and Phalen Boulevard. Construction of these two (2) station areas would

138 Image based on 15% Plans combined with an aerial photograph from Ramsey County, “Ramsey County

Interactive Property Map,” MapRamsey, 2018, https://maps.co.ramsey.mn.us/MapRamsey/ (accessed on August
20, 2020).
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include dedicated BRT lanes, station platforms, and amenities. Proposed BMPs are located within the
Eastside Heritage Park and between Phalen Boulevard and the StPS&TF/Omaha Road Railroad Corridor
Historic District. The construction of these Project elements has the potential to have a permanent
visual effect on the historic property’s setting. However, the addition of Project elements would be
largely consistent with the current visual context of the historic property, which has changed since the
end of the historic property’s period of significance (see Figure 41). Historically, this corridor was filled
with railroad infrastructure and industrial buildings. The removal of a portion of the LS&M Railroad
Corridor and industrial properties and the introduction of Phalen Boulevard (a multi-lane roadway) has
already diminished the Hamm’s Brewing Company Complex’s integrity of setting and association. The
construction of BAT lanes and BRT stations would be a minor addition to this altered setting and would
not diminish the historic property’s integrity of setting, feeling, or association any further.

Figure 41. Hamm’s Brewing Company Complex. The approximate boundary of the Hamm’s
Brewing Company Complex in 1953 (left) immediately following the end of its period of
significance (1952) and in 2018 (right) following extensive modifications north of the Complex
due to the removal of the LS&M Railroad Corridor and introduction of both Phalen Boulevard
and the Eastside Heritage Park.!*®

Traffic, Access, and Parking

The proposed Project would not physically affect access to the Hamm’s Brewing Company Complex.
Although traffic queuing concerns have been identified at Neid Lane and Arcade Street, the Project
incorporates improvements and the queuing issues can be minimized through adjustments in signal

139 Ramsey County, “Ramsey County Interactive Property Map,” MapRamsey, 1953 and 2018,
https://maps.co.ramsey.mn.us/MapRamsey/ (accessed on August 19, 2020).
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timing.*® There would be minimal to no changes to traffic signals at the Phalen Boulevard intersection
with Payne Avenue. New traffic signals are proposed at Phalen Boulevard’s intersections with Neid Lane
and Arcade Street. None of these signal modifications would impede access to the historic property. The
Project is not expected to impact parking near this historic property.*!

Recommended Finding: No Adverse Effect

Based on the Project’s 15% Plans and the draft EA, the Project is anticipated to have No Adverse Effect
on the Theodore Hamm Brewing Company Complex. The historic property would not be physically
affected by the Project. Although a few Project elements may be visible from the northern edge of the
historic boundary, any alterations to the viewshed would be minor and the views to and from the
historic property would not be changed. The setting has been altered previously with the construction of
Phalen Boulevard and the proposed Project elements would not diminish this altered setting any
further. Therefore, the Project would not alter any of the characteristics that qualify the historic
property for inclusion in the National Register or diminish the historic property’s integrity of location,
design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, or association.

3M Administration Building (RA-SPC-0455)
777 Forest Street, Saint Paul**?

Description & Historic Significance

The 3M Administration Building (also known as Building 21; Headquarters Building) was the corporate
headquarters building of the Minnesota Mining and Manufacturing Company (3M) Main Plant in Saint
Paul.*® The 3M Administration Building is a two (2)-story Moderne style office building constructed in
1940 (Figure 42). The building is associated with the rise of 3M into a national and international leader
in the development, manufacture, marketing, and distribution of abrasive and adhesive products, which
have had a lasting impact on the development of the United States. The building was designed by
renowned industrial architect Albert Kahn with local architects Toltz, King, and Day.

140 Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc., “Traffic Technical Report, Draft,” 27, 34.

141 SRF Consulting Group, Inc., “Land Use and Economics Technical Report, Draft,” 50.

142 please note: the address of the 3M Administration Building was erroneously noted as 900 Bush Avenue in
correspondence from FTA to MnSHPO and consulting parties dated July 10, 2020. That address is the overall
address of the 3M Main Plant Historic District (RA-SPC-0449).

143 Information on the 3M Main Plant, Building 21 comes from Katie Ohland, “3M Administration Building (RA-SPC-
0455),” Minnesota Multiple Property Inventory Form, 2019; and Andrew J. Schmidt, Marjorie Pearson, and Renee
L. Hutter, “3M Administration Building,” National Register of Historic Places Registration Form, 2014.
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Figure 42. 3M Administration Building, facing southwest.'#*

The 3M Administration Building was listed in the National Register in 2015. It is significant at the
national level under Criterion A for its association with the history and development of the 3M Company
during its rise to international prominence in the areas of Commerce, Industry, and Invention. It is also
locally significant under Criterion C in the area of Architecture, as it is a distinctive example of the
Moderne style of the 1930s and 1940s. The building was once a contributing resource within the 3M
Main Plant Historic District (RA-SPC-0449), but the district is no longer eligible for inclusion in the
National Register due to large-scale demolitions and lack of integrity. The period of significance for the
3M Administration Building spans from its construction in 1940 to 1962, when the 3M corporate
headquarters were relocated. Overall, the 3M Administration Building retains sufficient integrity of
location, materials, design, workmanship, and feeling to convey its significance. Since the period of
significance, there have been changes to the land use north of the historic property and other buildings
associated with 3M have been demolished, both impacting its integrity of setting and association.
Character-defining features include features of the Moderne style, including the rectangular plan,
multiple stories, flat roof, symmetrical wings, recessed window openings that are grouped vertically, and
the juxtaposition of limestone and granite materials.

Potential Effects

The proposed Project includes operation of BRT vehicles on a newly constructed dedicated BRT roadway
approximately 425 feet north of the historic property (see Sheet 9 of the 15% Plans and Figure 43). The
Project would not have any direct physical effects to the historic property. However, as noted on the
15% Plans, the proposed physical changes in the vicinity of the historic property include construction of
the Arcade Street Station, Bruce Vento Regional Trail, sidewalk connections, and the Arcade Street
Ramp. All of these proposed Project elements are on the opposite side of Phalen Boulevard from the
historic property. In limited areas, existing paving on Phalen Boulevard would be repaired using mill and
overlay. Therefore, potential Project effects include visual effects of the proposed station and Arcade
Street Ramp, and potential changes in traffic, access, and parking.

144 Image from Schmidt, Pearson, and Hutter, “3M Administration Building,” National Register of Historic Places
Registration Form.
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Figure 43. Proposed Project plans within the vicinity of the 3M Administration Building
(approximate historic property boundary outlined in blue).1%

Assessment of Effects
Physical
As currently designed, the proposed Project would not directly, physically affect the 3M Administration

Building. Therefore, the Project would not diminish the historic property’s integrity of location, design,
materials, or workmanship.

Visual

The proposed Arcade Street Ramp and dedicated BRT roadway would be approximately 425 feet from
the 3M Administration Building, on the opposite side of the StPS&TF/Omaha Road Railroad Corridor
District (XX-RRD-CNWO001) and Phalen Boulevard (see Sheet 9 of the 15% Plans). The Arcade Street
Station is farther north, on the opposite side of Arcade Street. Construction of the Arcade Street Ramp,
Bruce Vento Regional Trail, and dedicated BRT roadway have the potential to have a permanent visual
effect on the historic property’s setting. However, the addition of Project elements would be largely
consistent with the current visual context of the historic property, which has changed since the end of
the historic property’s period of significance. Historically, the space north of the historic property was
filled with 3M Main Plant buildings. The removal of those buildings and the construction of Phalen
Boulevard has already diminished the 3M Administration Building’s integrity of setting and association.
Due to the distance and visual obstructions between the Arcade Street Station and the historic property,
the BRT station would have no visual effect on the 3M Administration Building. The construction of the

145 Image based on 15% Plans combined with an aerial photograph from Ramsey County, “Ramsey County

Interactive Property Map,” MapRamsey, 2018, https://maps.co.ramsey.mn.us/MapRamsey/ (accessed on August
20, 2020).
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Arcade Street Ramp and dedicated BRT roadway would be minor additions to the already altered setting
and would not diminish the historic property’s integrity of setting, feeling, or association any further.

Traffic, Access, and Parking

The proposed Project would not physically affect access to the 3M Administration Building. Although
traffic queuing concerns have been identified along at Neid Lane and Arcade Street, the Project
incorporates improvements and the queuing issues can be minimized through adjustments in signal
timing.}*® New traffic signals are proposed at Phalen Boulevard’s intersections with Arcade Street and
Mendota Circle. None of these signal modifications would impede access to the historic property. The
Project is not expected to impact parking near this historic property.'#’

Recommended Finding: No Adverse Effect

Based on the Project’s 15% Plans and the draft EA, the Project is anticipated to have No Adverse Effect
on the 3M Administration Building. The historic property would not be physically affected by the
Project. Although a few Project elements may be visible from the northern edge of the historic
boundary, any alterations to the viewshed would be minor and the views to and from the historic
property would not be changed. The setting has been altered previously with the construction of Phalen
Boulevard and the proposed Project elements would not diminish this altered setting any further.
Therefore, the Project would not alter any of the characteristics that qualify the historic property for
inclusion in the National Register or diminish the historic property’s integrity of location, design, setting,
materials, workmanship, feeling, or association.

Phalen Park (RA-SPC-10850)
1600 Phalen Drive, Saint Paul

Description & Historic Significance

Phalen Park (now known as Phalen Regional Park) consists of 278 acres of parkland with Lake Phalen as
its centerpiece.’® Although it is largely located within the city of Saint Paul, a portion of the park
extends north of Larpenteur Avenue East into the adjacent city of Maplewood. Phalen Park was
developed beginning in 1892 and refurbished in 1906, 1935, and 1969, each refurbishment representing
different philosophies in recreation and park design. Amenities now include a golf course, recreation
center, playing fields, beach house, activity center, and a picnic pavilion. The National Register
evaluation identified numerous contributing and noncontributing resources throughout the park;
however, only four (4) are located within the Rush Line BRT APE (see Figure 44):

e Bruce Vento Regional Trail (RA-SPC-11121, noncontributing)

e Phalen Park Pedestrian and Bicycle Trails (RA-SPC-11122, contributing)
e East Shore Drive (RA-XXX-001, contributing)

e Johnson Parkway (RA-SPC-8497 & RA-SPC-5685, contributing)

Phalen Park is also an integral component of Saint Paul’s Grand Round (RA-SPC-11142) park system.
Proposed by landscape architect Horace William Shaler Cleveland in the late 19th century, the Grand

146 Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc., “Traffic Technical Report, Draft,” 27, 34.

147 SRF Consulting Group, Inc., “Land Use and Economics Technical Report, Draft,” 50.

148 Information on Phalen Park comes from Katie Ohland and Chris Hommerding, “Phalen Park (RA-WBC-10850),”
Minnesota Multiple Property Inventory Form, 2020.
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Round is comprised of a series of large parks connected by parkways. Phalen Park is connected to Como
Park to the west via Wheelock Parkway (RA-SPC-5679) and to Indian Mounds Park to the south via
Johnson Parkway (RA-SPC-8497 & RA-SPC-5685).1%°

Figure 44. From left to right, East Shore Drive (RA-XXX-001) and the Bruce Vento Regional
Trail (RA-SPC-11121) east of Phalen Park, view looking northeast.*?

Phalen Park is eligible for individual inclusion in the National Register under Criterion A in the areas of
Entertainment/Recreation and Community Planning and Development and under Criterion C in the area
of Landscape Architecture. Phalen Park is significant for its association with Saint Paul’s attempts to
create and provide parks and recreation for citizens. Additionally, it represents the historical evolution
of landscape architecture and park design. The effective period of significance spans from the first
acquisitions of land in 1892 to the end of the last major wave of construction in 1978.1! Despite some
modifications since the end of the period of significance, including a wetland restoration project,
restoration of Lake Phalen’s shoreline, construction of a pavilion, and installation of the Hmong Heritage
Wall and the Meditation sculpture, the historic property retains all seven (7) aspects of integrity.

149 saint Paul’s Grand Round has never been fully evaluated for inclusion in the National Register. Because the
Project APE overlaps only with Phalen Park and Johnson Parkway, which have both been fully evaluated in recent
years, FTA determined that an evaluation of the entire park system was not necessary to adequately consider
Project effects on historic properties. This assessment of effects considers Project effects on both Johnson Parkway
and Phalen Park within the context of their historical association to the larger Saint Paul Grand Round.

150 |mage from Ohland, Katie, and Chris Hommerding, “Phalen Park (RA-WBC-10850),” Minnesota Multiple
Property Inventory Form, Figure 2.

151 Although Criteria Consideration G for properties under 50 years of age would typically apply to this period of
significance, it is anticipated the majority of the resources associated with the historic property will reach 50 years
of age by the time the Rush Line BRT Project is completed. Given current academic analysis, it is likely the third
refurbishment of the Park will be considered significant once it reaches 50 years of age without needing to make a
case for exceptional significance. Therefore, FTA is treating Phalen Park’s period of significance as ending in 1978
for the purposes of the Project. Should a National Register nomination proceed prior to 2028, additional
comparative analysis may be necessary pursuant to Criteria Consideration G.
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Character-defining features near the Project area include the naturally forested lakeshore and
pedestrian and automobile paths and roadways.

Potential Effects

Phalen Park is located within the Project APE and within the LOD (see Figure 45). The proposed
dedicated BRT roadway is adjacent to Phalen Park’s southeast boundary. Proposed physical changes
within the historic property are limited to a trail connection to the noncontributing Bruce Vento
Regional Trail (RA-SPC-11121). Proposed physical changes in the vicinity of the historic property include
construction of the dedicated BRT roadway, Bruce Vento Regional Trail, retaining walls, linear
stormwater BMPs, and the Maryland Avenue Station. In addition, land would be acquired for a potential
stormwater BMP location north of the Maryland Avenue Station. The Project proposes visual changes to
the property’s southern entrance through the construction of the Johnson Parkway Bridge. Therefore, in
addition to the potential physical effect to Phalen Park, potential Project effects include visual effects of
the proposed station, bridge, and dedicated BRT roadway in the vicinity of the historic property and
potential changes in traffic, access, and parking.

Figure 45. Proposed Project plans within the vicinity of Phalen Park (approximate historic
boundary outlined in blue).
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Assessment of Effects

Physical

Although the proposed Project would have a direct, physical effect to the historic property, the effect
would be minor. Within the historic property boundaries, a trail connection would be reconstructed
between the noncontributing Bruce Vento Regional Trail and the shifted location of the existing Bruce
Vento Trail within the Ramsey County rail right-of-way (LS&M Railroad Corridor Historic District). Any
potential physical or visual effects of this connection can be minimized and/or avoided through design
development that ensures the new trail construction blends into the existing trail visually and materially.
The LOD for this construction extends to East Shore Drive (RA-XXX-001), a contributing historic resource.
Any potential adverse physical effects caused by unintended damage from construction activities can be
avoided with construction protection measures incorporated into contract documents.

Visual

Directly adjacent to the southeast edge of the historic property boundaries, construction would include
the dedicated BRT roadway, Bruce Vento Regional Trail, retaining walls, linear stormwater BMPs, and
the Maryland Avenue Station. In addition, land would be acquired for a potential stormwater BMP
location on the opposite side of the dedicated BRT roadway just north of Maryland Avenue East.
Although all of these Project elements are outside Phalen Park’s historic property boundaries, the
removal and reintroduction of vegetation, the grading of the landscape, the construction of Project
elements, and the operation of the BRT service all have the potential to have a permanent visual effect
on the historic property. However, these visual effects can be minimized and/or avoided through
reestablishment of appropriate vegetative screening as design development continues.

Approximately 740 feet south of Phalen Park’s southern boundary, the proposed Johnson Parkway
Bridge would carry the dedicated BRT roadway and the Bruce Vento Regional Trail over the historic
Johnson Parkway (RA-SPC-8497 & RA-SPC-5685) and Saint Paul’s Grand Round (RA-SPC-11142). This
bridge’s location coincides with a railroad bridge removed between 1991 and 2002. Park users who are
traveling Saint Paul’s Grand Round or who otherwise enter or exit Phalen Park from the south would
pass under this bridge. The Johnson Parkway Bridge would also be visible from Phalen Park. Because a
bridge was in this location throughout much of the historic property’s period of significance, reviewing
the design of the Johnson Parkway Bridge in accordance with the SOI Standards may minimize and/or
avoid potential adverse effects. The review would need to include minimizing the structure’s mass,
scale, and visibility from Phalen Park’s viewshed, and design development should incorporate plantings
in keeping with the park-like setting of Saint Paul’s Grand Round.

Traffic, Access, and Parking

The proposed Project would not dramatically modify any of the existing access points to Phalen Park. No
changes would be made to traffic signals at Johnson Parkway’s intersections with Phalen Boulevard and
Maryland Avenue East. New traffic signals would be introduced where the dedicated BRT roadway
intersects Maryland Avenue, Larpenteur Avenue East, and Frost Avenue. Stop signs would be introduced
where the dedicated BRT roadway intersects Arlington Avenue East, Idaho Avenue East, and Ripley
Avenue. None of these signal modifications would impede access to the historic property. An underpass
for a pedestrian trail from McAfee Street to East Shore Drive is proposed to use an existing bridge (RA-
SPC-11140) that contributes to the LS&M Railroad Corridor Historic District. A permanent acquisition
totaling 0.83 acres is proposed for a stormwater BMP outside the historic property boundary, north of
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the Maryland Avenue Station. The Project also proposes temporary easements totaling 0.31 acres for
reconstruction of existing sidewalks and trails. Project documents indicate these acquisitions and
temporary easements would not result in permanent physical impacts or interfere with the activities of
the park.'® The Project would not result in the loss of any on-street parking spaces within or adjacent to
Phalen Park. Although the Johnson Parkway Bridge would have a visual effect on access to Phalen Park
from the south, any potential adverse effects to Phalen Park and Johnson Parkway can be avoided
and/or minimized through reviewing the design of the Johnson Parkway Bridge in accordance with the
SOl Standards.

Recommended Finding of Effect: No Adverse Effect with Conditions

Based on the Project’s 15% Plans and the draft EA, the Project is anticipated to have No Adverse Effect
on Phalen Park if certain conditions are placed on the Project. Although construction of the Project
would physically affect a noncontributing resource within Phalen Park and introduce temporary and
permanent visual effects within the park’s viewshed, the proposed conditions ensure the Project would
not alter any of the characteristics that qualify Phalen Park for inclusion in the National Register or
diminish the historic property’s integrity of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, or
association. The recommended finding of No Adverse Effect is dependent upon the following conditions
being placed on the Project:

e As part of design development, the trail connection to the noncontributing Bruce Vento
Regional Trail will be blended visually and materially by mimicking the profile and appearance of
the existing trail. In addition, vegetative screening will be reestablished between Phalen Park
and built Project elements within adjacent to the historic property boundary.

e A CPPHP will be prepared to ensure East Shore Drive is physically protected during construction
of the Project.

e To minimize visual impact and maximize compatibility with Phalen Park, Johnson Parkway, and
Saint Paul’s Grand Round while still meeting the Project’s Purpose and Need, the design of the
Johnson Parkway Bridge will be reviewed according to the SOI Standards at the Project’s 30%,
60%, 90% and 100% Plans, with a consultation meeting prior to finalization of 60% design.

Johnson Parkway (RA-SPC-8497 & RA-SPC-5685)
Johnson Parkway from Indian Mounds Park to Lake Phalen, Saint Paul

Description & Historic Significance

Johnson Parkway, built between 1914 and 1945, extends from its southern terminus at Burns Avenue
near Indian Mounds Park to its northern terminus at Wheelock Parkway and East Shore Drive in Phalen
Park (RA-SPC-10850, see Figure 46).15® Johnson Parkway is considered an integral component of Saint
Paul’s Grand Round (RA-SPC-11142), a park system proposed by Horace William Shaler Cleveland in the
late 19th century and comprised of a series of large parks connected by parkways.'>* For the majority of

152 Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc., “Section 4(f) Evaluation, Draft,” 21, 60.

153 Information on Johnson Parkway comes from K. Kellerhals, K. Scott, E. Que, and S. Miller, “Johnson Parkway
(RA-SPC-5685, -8497),” Minnesota Architecture — History Inventory Form prepared 106 Group, 2015; Mead &
Hunt, Inc., “Integrity Assessment: Johnson Parkway, St. Paul, Minnesota,” technical memorandum prepared by
Mead & Hunt, Inc., 2017.

154 See footnote 149 in the Phalen Park assessment for additional information about identification efforts involving
Saint Paul’s Grand Round.
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the Johnson Parkway’s length, it is a two (2)-lane, asphalt-paved road lined with trees and planting
strips. However, a portion of the road in the Project APE has four (4) lanes. Various sections of the road
include bike lanes, turn lanes, and adjacent single-lane service roads.

Figure 46. Johnson Parkway (in blue).
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Johnson Parkway is being treated as eligible for inclusion in the National Register under Criterion A in
the areas of Entertainment/Recreation and Community Planning and Development for its association
with the development of the north portion of Saint Paul’s parkway system.'* It is also being treated as
eligible under Criterion C, in the area of Architecture as a designed historic landscape for its historical
association with the City Beautiful movement. The period of significance begins circa 1914, when land
acquisition and construction began, and extends to 1945, when most construction activity had ended.

Although Johnson Parkway overall retains sufficient integrity to convey its historic significance, the
portion of the parkway within the Project area has compromised integrity. Changes in this area since the
period of significance include the addition of traffic lanes, alteration of the road alighment between
Wheelock and Maryland, construction of Johnson Parkway’s intersection with Phalen Boulevard, the
removal of the railroad bridge over Johnson Parkway, the introduction of a grassy median to the
Parkway, changes to vegetation and lighting, modern development in the immediate setting, and
reconstruction of the intersections at Wheelock Parkway, Maryland Avenue and Ames Avenue East (See
Figure 47). The predominant character-defining features include “its function as a connection between
parks, the absence of ‘added ornamentation,’ its ability the make the park system more widely

accessible, and its continuation of park-like scenery through adjacent planting strips and plantings.”**®

Potential Effects

A portion of Johnson Parkway is located within the Project APE and within the LOD (see Figure 48). The
dedicated BRT roadway and Bruce Vento Regional Trail would pass over the historic property on the
proposed Johnson Parkway Bridge, incorporating retaining walls, sidewalk connections, and greenspace
within the boundary of the historic property. In addition to the bridge over the historic property,
proposed physical changes in the vicinity of the historic property include construction of the dedicated
BRT roadway, Bruce Vento Regional Trail, retaining walls, linear stormwater BMPs, and the Cook Avenue
and Maryland Avenue Stations. In addition, a small partial property acquisition would accommodate a
sidewalk connection near the Cook Avenue Station. Therefore, in addition to the potential physical
effect to Johnson Parkway, potential Project effects include visual effects of the proposed stations and
dedicated BRT roadway in the vicinity of the historic property and potential changes in traffic, access,
and parking.

155 METRO Gold Line BRT submitted results of architecture/history investigations to MnSHPO on February 22,
2018. Although consultants found Johnson Parkway eligible for inclusion in the National Register, FTA determined
that the property possessed significance under National Register Criteria A and C, but no longer retained sufficient
historic integrity to convey that significance. In a response dated April 3, 2018, MnSHPO stated it did not concur
with FTA’s determination. As noted in the METRO Gold Line BRT Environmental Assessment and in a letter to
MnSHPO for the Rush Line BRT Project dated July 10, 2020, for the purposes of Section 106, FTA will treat Johnson
Parkway as eligible for inclusion in the National Register under Criteria A and C.

156 Kellerhals, Scott, Que, and Miller, “Johnson Parkway (RA-SPC-5685, -8497),” 6.
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Figure 47. Johnson Parkway. Johnson Parkway near Phalen Park is shown in aerial
photographs from 1945, 1985, and 2018 (left to right). The 1945 image shows Johnson
parkway at the end of its period of significance. The arrow in the 1985 image points to

extensive modifications where Johnson Parkway meets Maryland Avenue East and the arrow
in the 2018 image points to extensive modifications from the removal of the railroad bridge
and construction of Johnson Parkway’s intersection with Phalen Boulevard.?>”

157 Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation Service, “1945_A-12-018” (U.S. Department of Agriculture, 1945),
Minnesota Historical Aerial Photographs Online, John R. Borchert Map Library, University of Minnesota,
http://www.lib.umn.edu/; Ramsey County, “Ramsey County Interactive Map,” MapRamsey, 1985 and 2018,
https://maps.co.ramsey.mn.us/Html5Viewer/index.html?configBase=https://maps.co.ramsey.mn.us/Geocortex/Es
sentials/REST/sites/MapRamsey/viewers/MapRamsey/virtualdirectory/Resources/Config/Default (accessed on July
30, 2020).
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Figure 48. Proposed Project plans within the vicinity of Johnson Parkway (approximate
boundary outlined in blue).

Assessment of Effects

Physical

The proposed Project would have a direct, physical effect to Johnson Parkway, which is also part of Saint
Paul’s Grand Round. The Johnson Parkway Bridge would be constructed to carry the dedicated BRT
roadway and Bruce Vento Regional Trail over the historic property. The location of the new bridge
coincides with the former location of a railroad bridge removed between 1991 and 2002. Individuals
traveling the Grand Round or who otherwise use Johnson Parkway between Phalen Boulevard and
Maryland Avenue would pass under the new bridge. Additional Project elements are also proposed
within the historic property boundary, including retaining walls, a connection between the Bruce Vento
Regional Trail and the sidewalks alongside Johnson Parkway, and a linear BMP within the greenspace at
the intersection of Phalen Boulevard and Johnson Parkway.

The Johnson Parkway Bridge would not impact the property’s ability to serve as connection between
Indian Mounds Park and Phalen Park. Because the proposed bridge is located where a bridge formerly
existed and within a portion of Johnson Parkway that has already been substantially altered, reviewing
the design of the Johnson Parkway Bridge in accordance with the SOI Standards may minimize and/or
avoid potential adverse effects. The review would need to consider the mass, scale, and design of the
bridge, and design development should incorporate plantings in keeping with the park-like setting of the
historic parkway and Saint Paul’s Grand Round. Because there are no historic features or materials
remaining within the LOD other than the general route of Johnson Parkway, construction protection
measures are not necessary for this historic property.

Visual
The Cook Avenue Station would be located approximately 375 feet west of Johnson Parkway’s western
boundary, and the Maryland Avenue Station would be located approximately 30 feet east of Johnson
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Parkway’s eastern boundary. The removal and reintroduction of vegetation, the grading of the
landscape, the construction of Project elements, and the operation of the BRT service all have the
potential to have a permanent visual effect on Johnson Parkway. The viewshed from Johnson Parkway
toward the location of the proposed Cook Avenue Station, however, was altered severely by the
construction of Phalen Boulevard. Therefore, the insertion of a BRT station into that viewshed would not
diminish Johnson Parkway’s integrity of setting, feeling, or association. Due to Maryland Avenue
Station’s distance from Johnson Parkway, potential visual effects would be minimal and can be avoided
through reestablishment of appropriate park-like vegetative screening as design development
continues.

Traffic, Access, and Parking

None of the existing access points to Johnson Parkway would be modified by the Project, and Johnson
Parkway would continue to link Indian Mounds Park and Phalen Park. No changes would be made to
traffic signals at Johnson Parkway’s intersections with Phalen Boulevard and Maryland Avenue East. At
the Cook Avenue Station, a pedestrian crossing sign with rectangular rapid flash beacons would be
installed to facilitate crossing of Phalen Boulevard. None of these signal modifications would impede
access to the Johnson Parkway or diminish the historic property’s integrity of setting, feeling, or
association. The Project would not result in the loss of any on-street parking spaces near Johnson
Parkway. Therefore, the Project would have no effect on traffic, access, or parking associated with
Johnson Parkway.

Recommended Finding: No Adverse Effect with Conditions

Based on the Project’s 15% Plans and the draft EA, the Project is anticipated to have No Adverse Effect
on Johnson Parkway if certain conditions are placed on the Project. Although construction of the
Project would physically affect the historic property and impact the historic property’s viewshed, only a
small segment of the entire length of the Parkway would be affected by the Project and construction
would occur in an area of poor integrity for the property. Even when considering the cumulative effects
of the Rush Line BRT and Gold Line BRT Projects, the overall integrity of the Parkway would continue to
sufficiently convey its significance upon completion of both projects. The proposed conditions ensure
the Project would not alter any of the characteristics that qualify Johnson Parkway for inclusion in the
National Register or diminish the historic property’s integrity of location, design, setting, materials,
workmanship, feeling, or association. The recommended finding of No Adverse Effect is dependent upon
the following conditions being placed on the Project:

e To minimize visual impact and maximize compatibility with Phalen Park, Johnson Parkway, and
Saint Paul’s Grand Round while still meeting the Project’s Purpose and Need, the design of the
Johnson Parkway Bridge will be reviewed according to the SOI Standards at the Project’s 30%,
60%, 90% and 100% Plans, with a consultation meeting prior to finalization of 60% design.

e As part of Project design, vegetative screening will be reestablished between Johnson Parkway
and built Project elements at the Maryland Avenue Station.
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Gladstone Shops (Site 21RA70)
Southwest corner of Frost Avenue and English Street, Maplewood

Description & Historic Significance

Gladstone Shops (Site 21RA70) is currently known as the Gladstone Savanna Neighborhood Preserve, a
24-acre park managed by the City of Maplewood’s Parks and Recreation Department.’>® No above-
ground structures are extant on the property.'®® An archaeological site on the parcel contains the
remnants of the former Gladstone Shops, constructed beginning in 1887 by the St. Paul and Duluth
(StP&D) Railroad (see Figure 49).2%° The shops included numerous buildings and structures associated
with the repair and maintenance of railroad rolling stock. After the StP&D was purchased by Northern
Pacific in 1900, the Gladstone Shops were closed. By 1915, some of the sidings had been removed and
the property was leased to railroad contractors. During the 1940s, several primary buildings were
removed from the property and by 1980, the remaining shops and structures had been demolished.

During archaeological monitoring and visual reconnaissance conducted in 2012, 37 archaeological
features were identified. Site 21RA70 was designated as a City of Maplewood historic site in 2017, at
which time it was recommended as individually eligible for inclusion in the National Register under
Criterion D for its potential to provide important information under the research themes of
technological change and adaptation and social group identity, behavior, and interaction. The local
designation notes that with full evaluation of the site, it may also contribute to the LS&M Railroad
Corridor Historic District: Saint Paul to White Bear Lake Segment (XX-RRD-NPR0O1) under Criterion A
and Criterion D. However, the site is not connected to the district boundary and, therefore, National
Register evaluation would need to consider the possibility of a discontiguous historic district. The period
of significance of Site 21RA70 begins in 1887, when construction of the shops began and ends circa
1900, when Northern Pacific closed the shops. The Minnesota Archaeological Site Form indicates that
“[blased on the limited scope of site disturbance and localized damage to the roundhouse foundation,
the integrity of the site does not appear to have been significantly affected.”*®! The local designation
highlights the archaeological features (including buried foundations and limestone/concrete slabs), the
flat landscape, and extant vegetation as being character-defining features with integrity of location,

158 Information on Site 21RA70 comes from “Gladstone Savana Neighborhood Preserve,” a Maplewood Local
Designation Nomination Form prepared for the January 12, 2017, meeting of the Maplewood Heritage
Preservation Commission, available at https://docs.maplewoodmn.gov/WebLinkPublic/0/doc/336846/Pagel.aspx
(accessed August 12, 2020); Laurie Ollila, “Gladstone Shops (Site #21RA70),” Minnesota Archaeological Site Form,
2013; and Andrew J. Schmidt, Andrea C. Vermeer, Betsy H. Bradley, and Daniel R. Pratt. “Railroads in Minnesota,
1862-1956,” National Register of Historic Places Multiple Property Documentation Form, 2013.

159 This location was previously recorded as Minnesota Architecture/History property RA-MWC-002 and
recommended not eligible for inclusion in the National Register from an architecture/history perspective. The
description and significance information is adapted from a Minnesota Archaeological Site Form completed in 2012
by Laurie Ollila, M.A., RPA of Summit Envirosolutions, Inc. as part of the local historic site designation process and
the Phase Il evaluation of the LS&M Railroad Corridor Historic District: Saint Paul to White Bear Lake Segment (XX-
RRD-NPR001). Additional information is from Mead & Hunt and Midwest Valley Archaeology Center, Phase I/
Evaluation: Lake Superior & Mississippi Railroad Corridor Historic District: Saint Paul to White Bear Lake Segment,
2020.

160 The StP&D Railroad was organized in May 1877 by a group of LS&M inventors who had purchased the LS&M.
The period of significance of the LS&M Railroad Corridor Historic District: Saint Paul to White Bear Lake Segment
(XX-RRD-NPR0O01) includes the time during which the corridor was used by the StP&D.

161 | qurie Ollila, “Gladstone Shops (Site #21RA70),” Minnesota Archaeological Site Form, 7.
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design, setting, materials and workmanship. It also notes that integrity of feeling and association as
being diminished due to the loss of buildings.

Figure 49. Site 21RA70 (approximate boundary outlined in blue).16?

Potential Effects

Site 21RA70 is located within the Project APE but outside the LOD (see Sheet 14 of the 15% Plans and
Figure 50). The Project would not have any direct, physical effects to the historic property. However,
proposed physical changes in the vicinity of the historic property include construction of the dedicated
BRT roadway, the Bruce Vento Regional Trail, the Frost Avenue Station, and potential stormwater BMPs,
including one (1) that might become a trailhead. Therefore, potential Project effects include visual
effects of the proposed station, stormwater BMP, and dedicated BRT roadway and potential changes in
traffic, access, and parking.

162 |mage based on an aerial photograph from Ramsey County, “Ramsey County Interactive Property Map,”
MapRamsey, 2018, https://maps.co.ramsey.mn.us/MapRamsey/ (accessed on August 19, 2020).
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Figure 50. Proposed Project plans within the vicinity of the Gladstone Shops (eastern property
boundary outlined in blue).

Assessment of Effects
Physical
As currently designed, the proposed Project would not directly, physically affect Site 21RA70. Therefore,

the Project would not diminish the historic property’s integrity of location, design, materials, or
workmanship.

Visual

The proposed dedicated BRT roadway would be approximately 300 feet east of Site 21RA70’s eastern
boundary and the Frost Avenue Station would be approximately 345 feet from the historic property’s
northeast corner. There are two (2) potential stormwater BMP locations located directly east of the
historic property. One (1) would be located between the dedicated BRT roadway and English Street,
which is adjacent to the historic property’s eastern boundary. This BMP location may also be integrated
into a possible trailhead for the Bruce Vento Regional Trail. The other potential stormwater BMP
location would be located directly east this potential trailhead, on the other side of the dedicated BRT
roadway. All of these proposed Project elements are outside the historic property boundaries.
Furthermore, due to existing vegetation within the historic property boundaries, the Project elements
would be minimally visible from the historic property.
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Traffic, Access, and Parking

The Rush Line BRT Project is coordinating with the City of Maplewood for a project involving partial
street reconstruction of Frost Avenue between English Street and White Bear Avenue, anticipated for
construction in 2022 (see purple shaded area on Sheet 15 of the 15% Plans). None of the existing access
points to Site 21RA70 would be dramatically modified by the Project. A new traffic signal would be
introduced east of the Frost Avenue and English Street roundabout, where the dedicated BRT roadway
intersects Frost Avenue. In addition, a stop sign would be introduced where the dedicated BRT roadway
intersects Ripley Avenue. None of these signal modifications would impede access to the historic
property. If a trailhead is built in conjunction with the proposed stormwater BMP, it would improve
access to the historic property by providing an easy transition from the Bruce Vento Regional Trail to the
city park. The Project would not result in the loss of any on-street parking spaces near Site 21RA70.1%3
Therefore, the Project is anticipated to have no impact on traffic, access, or parking associated with Site
21RA70.

Recommended Finding: No Adverse Effect

Based on the Project’s 15% Plans and the draft EA, the Project is anticipated to have No Adverse Effect
to Site 21RA70. Construction of the Project would not physically, visually, or otherwise affect the
historic property and, therefore, would not alter any of the characteristics that qualify Site 21RA70 for
inclusion in the National Register or diminish the historic property’s integrity of location, design, setting,
materials, workmanship, feeling, or association.

Moose Lodge 963 (RA-MWC-0134)
1946 English Street North, Maplewood

Description & Historic Significance

Moose Lodge 963 is a one (1)-story, concrete block and brick clad, Commercial-style building in
Maplewood.®* The Moose Lodge is comprised of two (2) parts, the original 1964 building clad in
rusticated brick and concrete block and the circa 1980 addition to the north elevation (Figure 51). On
the south fagade, there is an entry vestibule from the 1970s or circa 1980. It is framed in aluminum and
enclosed with aluminum panels and one-over-one aluminum windows, which covers over the original
entrance to the building. A freestanding metal sign, which may date to the 1960s, is located near the
driveway entrance on English Street.'®® The interior of the building retains gathering spaces and bar and
kitchen areas, though portions were likely renovated at the time of the circa 1980 addition. The
property is associated with the activities of Maplewood’s Human Rights Commission, formed in 1967.
Moose Lodge 963 did not permit non-whites to join as members, a policy that followed the national
Order’s policies but violated Minnesota’s anti-discrimination laws. In 1971, after the Human Rights
Commission filed a case against the Moose Lodge, the Lodge changed its white-only membership
requirements. The Human Rights Commission’s targeting of the Moose Order’s discriminatory policies of
restricted membership was an emerging trend in the Twin Cities that approached combatting

163 SRF Consulting Group, Inc., “Land Use and Economics Technical Report, Draft,” 51-52.

164 Information on Moose Lodge 963 comes from Sebastian Renfield, “Moose Lodge 963 (RA-WBC-0134),”
Minnesota Individual Property Inventory Form, 2019.

165 The evaluation notes this sign as a character-defining feature on the property. However, no date of construction
is given and, if it dates to the 1960s, the sign may have been moved to this location when the circa 1980 addition
was constructed.
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discrimination through local and municipal ordinance rather than relying on state-level action and
enforcement. The success of the Maplewood ordinance to combat local discrimination influenced other
Twin Cities suburbs.

Figure 51. Moose Lodge 963, facing northwest.16®

Moose Lodge 963 is eligible for inclusion in the National Register under Criterion A in the area of Social
History for its role in Maplewood’s civil rights movement.'®” The period of significance is 1970 to 1971,
which corresponds to when the lodge was the focus of Maplewood Human Rights Commission’s efforts
to combat discrimination and with the passage of a village ordinance that forbade public and private
clubs that practiced discrimination from obtaining a liquor license, a move that set a precedent for local
governing bodies to work toward racial equality. Overall, the historic property has sufficient integrity to
convey its historic function and significance. However, the circa 1980 addition and enclosure of the
building’s south entrance have diminished its integrity of design, materials, and workmanship and a
modern apartment complex across English Street has altered its setting. Character-defining features
include the property’s location in Maplewood, the simple midcentury design of the lodge building and
the freestanding sign, and the lodge building’s interior layout with large gathering spaces, bars, and
stage, all of which convey the property’s historic function as a mid-20th century building for the
fraternal order.

Potential Effects

The proposed Project includes operation of BRT vehicles in a dedicated BRT roadway adjacent to Moose
Lodge 963; no physical changes are proposed within the historic boundary (see Sheets 14 and 15 of the
15% Plans and Figure 52). Proposed visual changes in the vicinity of the Moose Lodge include

166 |mages from Sebastian Renfield, “Moose Lodge 963 (RA-WBC-0134),” Figure 7.

167 |n its comments on the architecture/history investigations, MnSHPO noted that “a considerable amount of
additional research and documentation, particularly as it relates to the building modifications which occurred in
the 1980s, would be needed to actually nominate this property to the [National Register].” Sarah Beimers,
MnSHPO, letter to Jay Ciavarella, FTA, September 15, 2020.
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construction of the dedicated BRT roadway, the Bruce Vento Regional Trail, the Gateway Trail
Underpass, the Gateway Trail/Bruce Vento Regional Trail intersection adjacent to the north edge of the
historic property, and two (2) proposed stormwater BMPs approximately 500 feet south of the historic
property. Therefore, potential Project effects would include visual effects of the proposed station,

underpass, stormwater BMPs, and dedicated BRT roadway and potential changes in traffic, access, and
parking.

Figure 52. Proposed Project plans within the vicinity of Moose Lodge 963 (outlined in blue).

Assessment of Effects
Physical
As currently designed, the proposed Project would not directly, physically affect Moose Lodge 963.

Therefore, the Project would not diminish the historic property’s integrity of location, design, materials,
or workmanship.

Visual

Proposed visual changes along the eastern edge of Moose Lodge 963 include construction of the
dedicated BRT roadway, Bruce Vento Regional Trail, Gateway Trail Underpass, Gateway Trail/Bruce
Vento Regional Trail interchange, and BMP site. However, the historic property’s setting has already
been altered since the period of significance with the introduction of new construction and paving of the
Bruce Vento Regional Trail and the Gateway Trail within the viewshed of Moose Lodge 963. In addition,
the design of the dedicated BRT roadway would follow the Ramsey County Rail Right-of-Way Design
Guide, which recommends reestablishment of vegetative screening along the edges of the corridor.1%®
None of the proposed Project elements would diminish the historic property’s integrity of setting,
feeling, or association any further.

168 Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority, Ramsey County Rail Right-of-Way Design Guide, 43.
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Traffic, Access, and Parking

The Rush Line BRT Project is coordinating with the City of Maplewood for a project involving partial
street reconstruction of Frost Avenue between English Street and White Bear Avenue, anticipated for
construction in 2022 (see purple shaded area on Sheet 15 of the 15% Plans). None of the existing access
points to Moose Lodge 963 would be dramatically modified by the Project. A new traffic signal would be
introduced east of the Frost Avenue and English Street roundabout, where the dedicated BRT roadway
intersects Frost Avenue. However, this would not impede access to the historic property. The Project
would not result in the loss of any on-street parking spaces near Moose Lodge.®® Therefore, the Project
is anticipated to have no impact on traffic, access, or parking associated with the historic property.

Recommended Finding: No Adverse Effect

Based on the Project’s 15% Plans and the draft EA, the Project is anticipated to have No Adverse Effect
on Moose Lodge 963. The historic property would not be physically affected by the Project. Although
Project elements will be constructed near the historic property, any alterations to the viewshed would
be minor and views to and from the historic building and sign would not be changed. Furthermore, the
setting has been altered previously and is not a character-defining feature.

Madeline L. Weaver Elementary School (RA-MWC-0106)
2135 Binghamton Street, Maplewood

Description & Historic Significance

Madeline L Weaver Elementary School (Weaver Elementary School) is a one (1)-story, brick, Midcentury
Modern style building in Maplewood (Figure 53).17° The building has a cross-plan with four (4) nearly
identical wings; however, the west wing is a planned 1967—-68 addition to the original 1966 building.
Both the original building and the addition were designed by Corwin, Seppanen, & Associates, Inc., a
Saint Paul-based architecture firm. The main entrance, at the junction of the east and north wings,
consists of a walkway sheltered by an extension of the east wing’s roof gable supported by four (4) brick
screens. Weaver Elementary School was constructed with key features of 1960s and 1970s education
design by using modern building methods and emphasizing functionality over aesthetics by having a
simple geometric form and an open-space interior plan. During the 1960s and 1970s, education
philosophy was influenced by social issues such as “desegregation, conservation, and emphasis on
freedom of expression and the individual.”*”* School design was influenced by education philosophy and
new technology leading to open-space school design for teaching flexibility as well as energy-conserving
lighting and ventilation systems.

169 SRF Consulting Group, Inc., “Land Use and Economics Technical Report, Draft,” 51-52.

170 |nformation on Madeline L. Weaver Elementary School comes from Katie Ohland, “Madeline L. Weaver School
(RA-MWC-0106),” Minnesota Individual Property Inventory Form, 2019.

171 Ohland, Katie, “Madeline L. Weaver School (RA-MWC-0106),” 17.
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Figure 53. Eastern wing of Weaver Elementary School with Midcentury Modern brick screens
on the entrance walkway, facing southwest.1”2

Weaver Elementary School is eligible for inclusion in the National Register under Criterion C in the area
of Architecture as an example of a 1960s elementary school within Maplewood and Independent School
District 622. The property may also be eligible under Criterion A in the area of Education.'’® The period
of significance is from 1966 to 1968, from the initial construction to the completion of the west
classroom wing. The boundary corresponds to the building parcel, including the school building and
associated play fields; however, only the school building contributes to the property’s significance.
Weaver Elementary School retains a high degree of integrity with only minor changes to the landscape.
Weaver Elementary School retains sufficient integrity of setting, location, materials, design,
workmanship, association, and feeling to convey its significance under Criterion C as an excellent
example of a mid-20th century school. Character-defining features of the property include a low
sprawling, one (1)-story design, a cross-shaped plan with classroom wings and common areas, interior
spaces that allowed for flexible teaching methods, a brick exterior, brick screens, and window units and
slatted metal grate panels at each classroom.

Potential Effects

Weaver Elementary School is located within the Rush Line Project APE; the LOD is approximately 160
feet from the school building (see Sheet 15 of the 15% Plans and Figure 54). The proposed dedicated
BRT roadway would be adjacent to the property’s western boundary. Proposed physical changes within
the historic property boundary includes construction of a trail connections from Weaver Elementary
School to the Bruce Vento Regional Trail and to English Street. Proposed physical changes in the vicinity
of the historic property include construction of the dedicated BRT roadway, Bruce Vento Regional Trail
and Weaver Elementary School trail connections, the Weaver Trail Underpass, and stormwater BMP

172 Image from Ohland, Katie, “Madeline L. Weaver School (RA-MWC-0106),” Minnesota Individual Property
Inventory Form, Figure 7.

173 Although the evaluation noted that Weaver Elementary School did not play a significant role in the expansion of
Independent School District 622 or in the educational philosophies of the 1960s, MnSHPO noted in their comments
on the evaluation that the office “remains unconvinced the property is not also eligible under Criterion A in the
area of education with a period of significance 1966—1968.” Sarah Beimers, MnSHPO, letter to Jay Ciavarella, FTA,
September 15, 2020. This assessment of effects considers the significance and character-defining features of the
property in light of MNSHPO’s comments.
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sites, some of which would require permanent property acquisition. Therefore, in addition to the
potential physical effect to Weaver Elementary School, potential Project effects would include visual
effects of the Weaver Trail Underpass, dedicated BRT roadway, trail and trail connections, and
stormwater BMP sites; and potential changes in traffic, access, and parking.

Figure 54. Proposed Project plans within the vicinity of Madeline L. Weaver Elementary
School (western boundary outlined in blue).

Assessment of Effects

Physical

Although the proposed Project would have a direct, physical effect to Weaver Elementary School, the
effect would be minor and the school building would not be physically affected. On the western edge of
the property, 0.11 acres of the historic property would be permanently acquired and 0.45 acres would
be placed under a temporary easement to reconfigure a trail connection to English Street and
connections to the Bruce Vento Regional Trail. In addition, on the northern edge of the historic property,
1.45 acres would be permanently acquired to construct a stormwater BMP.174 Because these
acquisitions and proposed construction would not physically impact the school building, none of the
changes would diminish the historic property’s integrity of design, materials, workmanship, feeling, or
association, though they could somewhat diminish integrity of setting. The size, depth, and design of the
BMP will be informed by stormwater analysis currently underway. In some cases, the stormwater BMP
locations may be removed from consideration. Any potential adverse physical effects to the building

174 Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc., “Section 4(f) Evaluation, Draft,” 32, 63.
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caused by unintended damage from construction activities can be avoided with construction protection
measures incorporated into contract documents.

Visual

Directly adjacent to the western edge of the historic boundaries of Weaver Elementary School,
construction would include the dedicated BRT roadway, the Weaver Trail Underpass, Bruce Vento
Regional Trail, retaining walls, and linear stormwater BMPs. In addition, a stormwater BMP on the
opposite side of the dedicated BRT roadway would require property acquisition. Although all of these
Project elements are outside of Weaver Elementary School’s historic property boundaries, the removal
and reintroduction of vegetation, the grading of the landscape, and the construction of Project elements
all have the potential to have a permanent visual effect on the historic property. However, these visual
effects can be minimized and/or avoided through reestablishment of appropriate vegetative screening
as design development continues. Project documentation notes the “moderate visual impacts” would be
“mitigated by landscaping as specified in the Ramsey County Rail Right-of-Way Design Guide,” which
recommends reestablishment of vegetative screening along the edges of the corridor .?’”> Reviewing the
design of the Weaver Trail Underpass in accordance with the SOI Standards may also minimize and/or
avoid potential adverse effects. The review would need to include minimizing the structure’s mass,
scale, and visibility within the historic property’s viewshed.

Traffic, Access, and Parking

The Project is not expected to intensify or alter land use patterns adjacent to Weaver Elementary
School. Although a new traffic signal would be installed where the dedicated BRT roadway intersects
County Road B East, the Project would not impact access to or parking at the historic property. Although
motorized vehicles do not typically operate on the Bruce Vento Regional Trail today, the rail corridor
was active during the property’s period of significance, so the introduction of BRT vehicles to this former
rail corridor would not impact the historic property’s integrity of setting, feeling, or association.'’®

Recommended Finding: No Adverse Effect with Conditions

Based on the Project’s 15% Plans and the draft EA, the Project is anticipated to have No Adverse Effect
on Madeline L. Weaver Elementary School if certain conditions are placed on the Project. Although
construction of the Project would physically affect a portion of the historic property and introduce
temporary and permanent visual changes within the viewshed, the proposed condition ensures the
Project would not alter any of the characteristics that qualify Weaver Elementary School for inclusion in
the National Register or diminish the historic property’s integrity of location, design, setting, materials,
workmanship, feeling, or association. The recommended finding of No Adverse Effect is dependent upon
the following conditions being placed on the Project:

e As part of design development along the western edge of the historic property, vegetative
screening will be reestablished between Weaver Elementary School and built Project elements.

e To minimize the visual impact and maximize compatibility with Weaver Elementary School while
still meeting the Project’s Purpose and Need, the design of Project elements, including the
Weaver Trail Underpass, trails, and stormwater BMP, will be reviewed according to the SOI

175 SRF Consulting Group, Inc., “Land Use and Economics Technical Report, Draft,” 51-52; and Ramsey County
Regional Railroad Authority, Ramsey County Rail Right-of-Way Design Guide, 43.

176 SRF Consulting Group, Inc., “Land Use and Economics Technical Report, Draft,” 51-52 and Kimley-Horn and
Associates, Inc., “Traffic Technical Report, Draft,” 28.
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Standards at the Project’s 30%, 60%, 90% and 100% Plans, with a consultation meeting prior to
finalization of the 60% design. The consultation meeting will also determine whether a CPPHP is
necessary to ensure the Weaver Elementary School building is physically protected during
construction of the Project.

Polar Chevrolet Bear/Paul R. Bear (RA-WBC-0031)
1801 County Road F East, White Bear Lake

Description & Historic Significance

The Polar Chevrolet Bear, also known as Paul R. Bear, is a fiberglass polar bear sculpture erected in 1964
by Minnesota artist Gordon Schumaker.'”” The 30-foot-tall bear was built as a roadside sign for Polar
Chevrolet automobile dealership in White Bear Lake at the intersection of TH 61 and County Road F
East. The bear is mounted on a 20-foot-tall pedestal, dating from between 1980 and 1991, and holds a
lighted Chevrolet sign (Figure 55). Between 1972 and 1980, the bear was moved twice. Its original
location was close to TH 61, and it was moved to the roof of the dealership before being placed in its
current location approximately 10 feet from the dealership’s front entrance.

Figure 55. Polar Chevrolet Bear on its original pedestal in 1976 (left), and in its current
location (right).178

In Minnesota, many roadside colossi were built to encourage automobile tourism during the mid-20th
century. Fiberglass became a popular material for roadside sculptures after World War Il. The bear was
designed and built by Schumaker, an accomplished designer and craftsman of parade floats and
roadside colossi in Minnesota. The Polar Chevrolet Bear is an example of Schumaker’s body of work and
is the only known sculpture the craftsman created for a private business. The sculpture is a postwar,

177 Information on Polar Chevrolet Bear/Paul R. Bear comes from Chris Hommerding, “Polar Chevrolet Bear (RA-
WBC-0031),” Minnesota Individual Property Inventory Form, 2019.

178 Steven W. Plattner, Ralph Thomas Chevrolet, Highway 61 and East County Road F, White Bear Lake, Negative
#01611-20a, Photograph, 1976, MR2.9 WB3.1 p13, Minnesota Historical Society, Saint Paul, MN; Current image is
from Hommerding, Chris, “Polar Chevrolet Bear (RA-WBC-0031),” Figure 1.
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automobile dealership advertisement and was built to be highly visible to passing motorists. Although
the sculpture was designed for a private business, the bear quickly became a symbol of the city of White
Bear Lake.

The Polar Chevrolet Bear/Paul R. Bear is an object that is eligible for inclusion in the National Register
under Criterion C for Art and meets the requirements for Criteria Consideration B (moved properties).*”
The property’s period of significance is 1964. Overall, the historic property retains sufficient integrity to
convey its historic significance as a roadside colossus, including integrity of design, materials,
workmanship, setting, feeling, and association. The Polar Chevrolet Bear does not retain integrity of
location, but the object does meet the requirements for Criteria Consideration B as it “remains in a
prominent highly visible location on a pedestal near its original site and still on the overall dealership
property.”*® Character-defining features include the fiberglass shell, original Chevrolet sign, relationship
to the automobile industry illustrated by its location on automobile dealership property, and its high
visibility with prominent placement visible from the TH 61 corridor.

Potential Effects

The proposed Project includes operation of BRT vehicles in a dedicated BAT lane on TH 61,
approximately 170 feet from the Polar Chevrolet Bear (see Sheets 26 and 71 of the 15% Plans and Figure
56). As noted in the 15% Plans, the only proposed construction in the vicinity of the historic property is
to extend the existing roadway shoulder to accommodate the BAT lane and replace the existing
guardrail. Therefore, potential effects of the Project on the Polar Chevrolet Bear would include the
visual effects of BAT lane construction in the vicinity of the historic property and potential changes in
traffic, access, and parking.

179 The evaluation identified the resource type as a Structure and the area of significance as Architecture. In their
comments, MnSHPO noted the “appropriate area of significance under Criteria C is Art (not architecture) and the
appropriate property type is Object (not Structure).” Sarah Beimers, MnSHPO, letter to Jay Ciavarella, FTA,
September 15, 2020. This assessment of effects considers the resource type and significance of the property in
light of MnSHPQ’s comments.

180 Hommerding, Chris, “Polar Chevrolet Bear (RA-WBC-0031),” 22.
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Figure 56. Proposed Project plans within the vicinity of the Polar Chevrolet Bear (the property
boundary is outlined in blue, the star pinpoints the position of the Polar Chevrolet Bear).

Assessment of Effects

Physical

As currently designed, the proposed Project would not directly, physically affect the Polar Chevrolet
Bear. Therefore, the Project would not diminish the historic property’s integrity of location, design,
materials, or workmanship.

Visual

The introduction of the proposed BAT lanes within the viewshed of the Polar Chevrolet Bear would be a
minor change to the historic property’s setting, which has already been altered through the expansion
of TH 61 into a four (4)-lane highway. Views to the historic property from TH 61 would remain
unobscured. Therefore, the Project would not diminish the historic property’s integrity of setting,
feeling, or association any further.

Traffic, Access, and Parking
The Project is not expected to intensify or alter land use patterns adjacent to the Polar Chevrolet Bear.
Although the traffic signal at TH 61 intersection with County Road F would be modified, the Project
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would not impact access, traffic, or parking at the historic property. The introduction of BRT vehicles to
this roadway would not impact the historic property’s integrity of setting, feeling, or association.8!

Recommended Finding: No Adverse Effect

Based on the Project’s 15% Plans and the draft EA, the Project is anticipated to have No Adverse Effect
on the Polar Chevrolet Bear. The historic property would not be physically affected by the Project.
Although dedicated BAT lanes would be inserted between TH 61 and the historic property, any
alterations to the viewshed would be minor and the views to and from the historic property would not
be changed. The setting has been altered previously by the expansion of TH 61 into a four (4)-lane
divided highway and the proposed Project elements would not diminish this altered setting any further.
Therefore, the Project would not alter any of the characteristics that qualify the historic property for
inclusion in the National Register or diminish the historic property’s integrity of design, materials,
workmanship, setting, feeling, or association.

181 SRF Consulting Group, Inc., “Land Use and Economics Technical Report, Draft,” 56 and Kimley-Horn and
Associates, Inc., “Traffic Technical Report, Draft,” 29-30.
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Section 6: Project Determination of Effect

Based on the results of the assessment of effect analysis conducted by MnDOT CRU under delegation
from FTA, summarized in Table 7, FTA has found that the Project will result in:

e An Adverse Effect on five (5) historic properties;
e No Adverse Effect on 15 historic properties; and
e No Adverse Effects with conditions on eight (8) properties.

Therefore, FTA has determined, based on the Project’s 15% Plans, that the undertaking will have an
Adverse Effect on historic properties. Pursuant to 36 CFR 800.6, consultation under Section 106 will
continue in order to resolve the Adverse Effect. Suggested measures for minimizing and avoiding
adverse effects, outlined in the individual property assessments above, will be discussed with Section
106 consulting parties and documented, along with appropriate mitigation measures for any adverse
effects that cannot be avoided or minimized, in a memorandum of agreement.

Table 7. Summary of Effects Findings'8?

Inventory or Site
No. Property Name Address City Effect Finding
RA-SPC-4580 Lowertown Historic Roughly bounded by | Saint Paul No Adverse Effect
District Shepard Road, with Conditions
Kellogg Boulevard,
Broadway Street, 7th
Street, and Sibley
Street
RA-SPC-5225 Saint Paul Union 214 East 4th Street Saint Paul No Adverse Effect
RA-SPC-6907 Depot with Conditions
RA-SPC-5462 Finch, Van Slyck and | 360-366 Wacouta Saint Paul No Adverse Effect
McConville Dry Street
Goods Company
RA-SPC-8364 Saint Paul Urban Roughly between 6th | Saint Paul No Adverse Effect
Renewal Historic Street, Kellogg
District Boulevard, Wabasha
Street, and Jackson
Street
RA-SPC-3168 First Farmers and 332 Minnesota Street | Saint Paul No Adverse Effect
Merchants National
Bank Building
RA-SPC-4645 First National Bank of | 332 Minnesota Street | Saint Paul No Adverse Effect
Saint Paul
RA-SPC-3167 Pioneer and Endicott | 322-350 North Saint Paul No Adverse Effect
RA-SPC-3169 Buildings Robert Street, 141
RA-SPC-5223 East 4th Street, 142
RA-SPC-6903 East 5th Street

182 Historic properties are in the order they are presented in this report, which generally runs from south to north,
except where properties are grouped, such as with the resources associated with the LS&M Railroad.
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No. Property Name Address City Effect Finding
RA-SPC-3170 Manhattan Building 360 North Robert Saint Paul No Adverse Effect
(aka Empire Building) | Street
RA-SPC-3171 Golden Rule 85-95 7th Place Saint Paul No Adverse Effect
Department Store
Building
RA-SPC-3174 Foot, Schulze & 500 North Robert Saint Paul No Adverse Effect
Company Building Street
RA-SPC-6330 Produce Exchange 523 Jackson Street Saint Paul No Adverse Effect
Building
RA-SPC-5918 Great Northern Saint Paul to Saint Paul No Adverse Effect
Railroad Corridor Minneapolis with Conditions
Historic District
RA-SPC-4582 StPM&M Railway Jackson Street and Saint Paul No Adverse Effect
Company Shops Pennsylvania Avenue
Historic District
RA-SPC-5618 Westminster Roughly bounded by | Saint Paul No Adverse Effect
Junction the Lafayette Road with Conditions
Bridge, I-35E, a line
approximately 1,300
feet south of the
Cayuga Street Bridge,
and aline
approximately 400
feet southwest of the
Cayuga Street/Phalen
Boulevard
intersection
XX-RRD-CNWO001 | StPS&TF/Omaha Saint Paul to Saint Paul No Adverse Effect
Road Railroad Stillwater Junction with Conditions
Corridor Historic Segment
District
XX-RRD-NPROO1 LS&M Railroad Saint Paul to White Saint Paul, Adverse Effect
Corridor Historic Bear Lake Segment Maplewood,
District Vadnais
Heights and
White Bear
Lake
XX-RRD-NPR004 | 1868 Alignment of Between Eldridge Maplewood | Adverse Effect
the LS&M Railroad Avenue East and
County Road B East
XX-RRD-NPR003 | 1868 Alignment of Between Gervais Maplewood | Adverse Effect
the LS&M Railroad Avenue and County
Road C
XX-RRD-NPR002 | 1868 Alignment of Between Kohiman Maplewood | Adverse Effect

the LS&M Railroad

and Beam Avenues
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No. Property Name Address City Effect Finding
XX-RRD-NPROO5 | LS&M Railroad White Bear Lake to White Bear | Adverse Effect
Corridor Historic Hugo Segment Lake
District
RA-SPC-2926 Theodore Hamm Minnehaha Avenue Saint Paul No Adverse Effect
Brewing Company East between Payne
Complex Avenue & Stroh Drive
RA-SPC-0455 3M Administration 777 Forest Street Saint Paul No Adverse Effect
Building (3M Main
Plant, Building 21)
RA-SPC-10850 Phalen Park 1600 Phalen Drive Saint Paul No Adverse Effect
with Conditions
RA-SPC-8497 Johnson Parkway Johnson Parkway Saint Paul No Adverse Effect
RA-SPC-5685 from Indian Mounds with Conditions
Park to Lake Phalen
Site 21RA70 Gladstone Shops Southwest corner of | Maplewood | No Adverse Effect
(Gladstone Savanna Frost Avenue and
Neighborhood English Street
Preserve)
RA-MWC-0134 Moose Lodge 963 1946 English Street Maplewood | No Adverse Effect
North
RA-MWC-0106 Madeline L. Weaver | 2135 Binghamton Maplewood | No Adverse Effect
Elementary School Street with Conditions
RA-WBC-0031 Polar Chevrolet 1801 County Road F | White Bear | No Adverse Effect
Bear/Paul R. Bear East Lake

123




Rush Line Bus Rapid Transit Project: Section 106 Assessment of Effects and
Determination of Effect for Historic Properties

This page intentionally left blank

124



Rush Line Bus Rapid Transit Project: Section 106 Assessment of Effects and
Determination of Effect for Historic Properties

References

A. Ruger and Chicago Lithographing Company. Saint Paul, Minnesota. Chicago: Chicago Lithographing
Company, 1867. Available at https://www.loc.gov/item/73693464.

Andreas, Alfred Theodore. Plan of the City of St. Paul and vicinity with Capitol, Reform School and Post
Office and Custom House. Chicago: A.T. Andreas, 1874. Available at
https://reflections.mndigital.org/catalog/mhs:1192.

Arnott, Sigrid, and Andrea Pizza. “Supplement to Railroads in Minnesota: 1862-1956 (Draft).” National
Register of Historic Places Multiple Property Documentation Form. Prepared for MnDOT CRU,
2017.

Cross-Spectrum Acoustics Inc. “Noise and Vibration Technical Report, Draft.” Prepared for Ramsey
County Regional Railroad Authority, Saint Paul, September 2020.

G.M. Hopkin Co. City of Saint Paul, Minnesota (Plate 1). Philadelphia: G.M. Hopkin Co., 1916. Available at
http://geo.lib.umn.edu/collections/digitizedplatbooks/stpaul1916index.htm).

Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc. “Alternatives Refinement Summary Report, Draft.” Prepared for
Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority, Saint Paul, September 2020.

——. “Freight Rail Memorandum, Draft.” Prepared for Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority,
Saint Paul, September 2020.

——. “Indirect and Cumulative Effects Technical Report, Draft.” Prepared for Ramsey County Regional
Railroad Authority, Saint Paul, September 2020.

——. “Natural Resources Technical Report, Draft.” Prepared for Ramsey County Regional Railroad
Authority, Saint Paul, September 2020.

——. “Purpose and Need Technical Report, Draft.” Prepared for Ramsey County Regional Railroad
Authority, Saint Paul, September 2020.

——. “Section 4(f) Evaluation, Draft.” Prepared for Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority, Saint
Paul, September 2020.

——. “Stormwater and Water Quality Technical Report, Draft.” Prepared for Ramsey County Regional
Railroad Authority, Saint Paul, September 2020.

——. “Traffic Technical Report, Draft.” Prepared for Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority, Saint
Paul, September 2020.

——, and 106 Group. Revised Phase | and Il Architecture Historic Investigation for the Gateway Corridor,
Ramsey and Washington Counties, Minnesota. Prepared for the Ramsey County Regional
Railroad Authority. Errata, February 2018.

, and 106 Group. Revised Phase IA Archaeological Assessment for the Gateway Corridor Project,
Ramsey and Washington Counties, Minnesota. Prepared for the Ramsey County Regional
Railroad Authority. Errata, March 2018.

125


https://www.loc.gov/item/73693464
https://reflections.mndigital.org/catalog/mhs:1192
http://geo.lib.umn.edu/collections/digitizedplatbooks/stpaul1916index.htm

Rush Line Bus Rapid Transit Project: Section 106 Assessment of Effects and
Determination of Effect for Historic Properties

Landscape Research, LLC. Historic Resources Evaluation for the North Portion of Saint Paul’s Grand
Round, Saint Paul, Ramsey County, Minnesota. Prepared for the City of Saint Paul and SEH, Inc.,
June 2016.

Larkin, Cleary. “St. Paul Union Depot [Boundary Increase].” National Register of Historic Places
Registration Form. Prepared by Beyer Blinder Belle, Architects and Planners, New York, 2013.
Available at https://www.nps.gov/nr/feature/places/pdfs/14000039.pdf.

Lathrop, Alan K. Minnesota Architects: A Biographical Dictionary. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota
Press, 2010.

Lutz, Thomas. “Pioneer and Endicott Building.” National Register of Historic Places Inventory-
Nomination Form. Prepared by the Minnesota Historical Society, Saint Paul, 1974. Available at
https://npgallery.nps.gov/AssetDetail/NRIS/74001038.

, and Lynne VanBrocklin. “St. Paul Union Depot.” National Register of Historic Places Inventory-
Nomination Form. Prepared by the Minnesota Historical Society, Saint Paul, 1974. Available at
https://npgallery.nps.gov/AssetDetail/NRIS/74001040.

Maplewood Heritage Preservation Commission. “Gladstone Savana Neighborhood Preserve.”
Maplewood Local Designation Nomination Form prepared for Heritage Preservation
Commission meeting, January 12, 2017. Available at
https://docs.maplewoodmn.gov/WebLinkPublic/0/doc/336846/Pagel.aspx.

Mark, Jeanne-Marie. “Union Depot Elevated Rail Yards.” Minnesota History/Architecture Inventory
Form. Prepared by 106 Group, 2007.

Mecum, John D. “St. Paul Minneapolis and Manitoba Railway Company Shops Historic District,” National
Register of Historic Places Inventory—Nomination Form, 1986.

Mead & Hunt, Inc. Phase | Architecture/History Survey and Phase Il Evaluation for the Rush Line Bus
Rapid Transit Project. Prepared for the Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority, June 2020.

——. “Johnson Parkway Integrity Assessment.” Technical memorandum prepared for MnDOT CRU,
October 2017.

——, and Midwest Valley Archaeology Center. Phase Il Evaluation: Lake Superior & Mississippi Railroad
Corridor Historic District: Saint Paul to White Bear Lake Segment. Prepared for the Ramsey
County Regional Railroad Authority, June 2020.

Mississippi Valley Archaeology Center. Phase IA Literature Review, Phase | Archaeological Investigations
and Phase Il Archaeological Investigations of 21RA82 for the Rush Line Bus Rapid Transit Project.
Prepared for the Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority, May 2020.

Metropolitan Council. METRO Gold Line Bus Rapid Transit Project Environmental Assessment. Saint Paul:
Metropolitan Council, September 2019.

Minnesota Department of Transportation. METRO Gold Line Bus Rapid Transit Project: Section 106
Assessment of Effects and Final Determination of Effect for Historic Properties. Prepared for the
Federal Transit Administration and Metropolitan Council, draft text as of September 2020.

126


https://www.nps.gov/nr/feature/places/pdfs/14000039.pdf
https://npgallery.nps.gov/AssetDetail/NRIS/74001038
https://npgallery.nps.gov/AssetDetail/NRIS/74001040
https://docs.maplewoodmn.gov/WebLinkPublic/0/doc/336846/Page1.aspx

Rush Line Bus Rapid Transit Project: Section 106 Assessment of Effects and
Determination of Effect for Historic Properties

Minnesota State Historic Preservation Office and Minnesota Department of Transportation. Guidelines
for Inventory and Evaluation of Railroads in Minnesota. Prepared for the Minnesota Department
of Transportation Cultural Resources Unit, Saint Paul, March 2019.

Murphy, Patricia and Susan Granger. “Lowertown Historic District.” National Register of Historic Places
Inventory-Nomination Form. Prepared by Minnesota Historical Society, Saint Paul, 1981.
Available at https://npgallery.nps.gov/AssetDetail/NRIS/83000935.

Neckar, Lance M. “Lowertown Heritage Preservation District: Guidelines for Design Review.” Prepared
for City of Saint Paul Heritage Preservation Commission. No date. Available at
https://www.rchs.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/09/Lowertown-Heritage-Preservation-
District-Design-Guidelines xxxx.pdf.

Nelson, Charles W. “Finch, VanSlyck and McConville Dry Goods Company Building.” National Register of
Historic Places Inventory-Nomination Form. Prepared by Minnesota Historical Society, Saint
Paul, 1981. Available at https://npgallery.nps.gov/AssetDetail/NRIS/82004626.

Ollila, Laurie. “Archaeological Monitoring and Visual Assessment for the Gladstone Savanna
Neighborhood Preserve and Gloster Park Project, City of Maplewood, Ramsey County,
Minnesota.” Summit Project Number 2161-0001, Summit Envirosolutions, Saint Paul,
Minnesota, 2012.

Pizza, Andrea C. “St. Paul Minneapolis and Manitoba Railway Company Shops Historic District [revised
boundary].” National Register of Historic Places Registration Form, 2016.

Preservation Design Works. “First National Bank of Saint Paul.” Historic Preservation Certification
Application—Part 1 Form, September 2017. On file at the Minnesota State Historic Preservation
Office, Saint Paul.

Ramsey County. Ramsey County Interactive Property Map.
https://www.ramseycounty.us/residents/property/maps-surveys/interactive-map-gis.

Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority. Ramsey County Rail Right-of-Way Design Guide. Prepared
for the Rush Line Bus Rapid Transit Project. Saint Paul, April 2020. Available at
https://www.ramseycounty.us/residents/roads-transit/transit-corridors-studies/rush-line-brt-
project/project-library.

——. Union Depot, St. Paul, Minnesota: Historic Structures Report. Saint Paul, 2013.

Roberts, Norene. “Manhattan Building.” National Register of Historic Places Registration Places.
Prepared by Historical Research, Inc., 1987. Available at
https://npgallery.nps.gov/NRHP/AssetDetail?asset|D=e2f4d340-3e80-4b38-804d-
6lede7/clab79.

Roise, Charlene, Jenna Rempfert, and Katie Goetz. A Reevaluation of the Saint Paul Urban Renewal
Historic District, Saint Paul, Ramsey County, Minnesota. Prepared by Hess, Roise and Company,
for MnDOT CRU, Saint Paul, 2020.

Sanborn Map Company. Sanborn Insurance Maps of St. Paul, Minnesota. New York: Sanborn Map
Company, 1926, 1951 update.

127


https://npgallery.nps.gov/AssetDetail/NRIS/83000935
https://www.rchs.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/09/Lowertown-Heritage-Preservation-District-Design-Guidelines_xxxx.pdf
https://www.rchs.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/09/Lowertown-Heritage-Preservation-District-Design-Guidelines_xxxx.pdf
https://npgallery.nps.gov/AssetDetail/NRIS/82004626
https://www.ramseycounty.us/residents/property/maps-surveys/interactive-map-gis
https://www.ramseycounty.us/residents/roads-transit/transit-corridors-studies/rush-line-brt-project/project-library
https://www.ramseycounty.us/residents/roads-transit/transit-corridors-studies/rush-line-brt-project/project-library
https://npgallery.nps.gov/NRHP/AssetDetail?assetID=e2f4d340-3e80-4b38-804d-61e4e7c1a679
https://npgallery.nps.gov/NRHP/AssetDetail?assetID=e2f4d340-3e80-4b38-804d-61e4e7c1a679

Rush Line Bus Rapid Transit Project: Section 106 Assessment of Effects and
Determination of Effect for Historic Properties

Schmidt, Andrew J. “Great Northern St. Paul to Minneapolis Railroad Corridor (RA-SPC-5918).”
Minnesota Architectural History Inventory Form. September 2009. On file at the Minnesota
State Historic Preservation Office, Saint Paul.

. Supplementary Report on Westminster Junction for the Williams Hill Redevelopment, St. Paul,
Minnesota. Prepared by The 106 Group Ltd., Saint Paul, 1997.

, and Andrea Kampinen. Phases | and Il Architectural History Studies for the Reconstruction of I-35E
from University Avenue to Maryland Avenue, St. Paul, Ramsey County, Minnesota. Summit
Envirosolutions, Saint Paul, January 2010.

——, Andrea C. Vermeer, Betsy H. Bradley, and Daniel R. Pratt. “Railroads in Minnesota, 1862-1956.”
National Register of Historic Places Multiple Property Documentation Form. Prepared by
Summit Envirosolutions and ARCH3, LLC, 2013. Available at
https://www.nps.gov/nr/feature/places/pdfs/64501188.pdf.

SRF Consulting Group, Inc. “Air Quality Technical Report, Draft.” Prepared for Ramsey County Regional
Railroad Authority, Saint Paul, September 2020.

——. “Environmental Justice Technical Report, Draft.” Prepared for Ramsey County Regional Railroad
Authority, Saint Paul, September 2020.

——. “Land Use and Economics Technical Report, Draft.” Prepared for Ramsey County Regional Railroad
Authority, Saint Paul, September 2020.

——. “Visual Resources Memorandum, Draft.” Prepared for Ramsey County Regional Railroad
Authority, Saint Paul, September 2020.

Streamline Associates, LLC. Architecture-History Studies for the Robert Street (US 952A) Improvements
Project, St. Paul, Ramsey County, Minnesota. Prepared for MnDOT CRU, May 2018.

United States Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration and Ramsey County
Regional Railroad Authority. Environmental Assessment: Rush Line Bus Rapid Transit Project,
DRAFT. Saint Paul: Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority, September 2020.

University of Minnesota Library. Minnesota Historical Aerial Photographs Online.
https://apps.lib.umn.edu/mhapo/.

VanBrocklin, Lynne, and Thomas J. Lutz. “Merchants National Bank Building.” National Register of
Historic Places Inventory-Nomination Form. Prepared by the Minnesota Historical Society, 1974.
Available at https://npgallery.nps.gov/NRHP/AssetDetail?asset|D=675d7590-73c4-4b94-8d87-
819642b27225.

Volpe, John A. Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Manual, FTA Report No. 0123. Prepared for the United
States Department of Transportation Federal Transit Administration, September 2018.

128


https://www.nps.gov/nr/feature/places/pdfs/64501188.pdf
https://apps.lib.umn.edu/mhapo/
https://npgallery.nps.gov/NRHP/AssetDetail?assetID=675d7590-73c4-4b94-8d87-819642b27225
https://npgallery.nps.gov/NRHP/AssetDetail?assetID=675d7590-73c4-4b94-8d87-819642b27225

Appendices



This page intentionally left blank



Appendix A: 15% Plans, Dated August 7, 2020



This page intentionally left blank



a RAMSEY COUNTY
KimleypHorn NS

AUGUST 07, 2020
15% PLANS - FINAL DRAFT




Aug, 04 2020 09:03 am H:\Projects\11000\11112\CAD_BIM\Plan\GEN—CIV—COVER.dwg By: tborowicz

I:l DEDICATED GUIDEWAY |:| PARK AND RIDE
E BRT IN MIXED TRAFFIC |:| ROADWAY
|:| STATION PLATFORM I:l BRIDGE/UNDERPASS
SIDEWALK OR MULTI-USE TRAIL OR
I:l CONSTRUCTION BY OTHERS |:| PROPOSED GREEN SPACE
|:| SHOULDER — — — —  LIMITS OF DISTURBANCE
RETAINING WALL — W~ EXISTING WETLAND DELINEATION
— — — —  EXISTING PROPERTY LINE PARTIAL PROPERTY ACQUISITION
— — — —  EXISTING RIGHT OF WAY POTENTIAL STORMWATER BMP LOCATION
7Y EXISTING SIGNAL SYSTEM A~~~ POTENTIAL LINEAR STORMWATER BMP
TO REMAIN INPLACE LOCATIONS WITHIN RCRRA RIGHT OF WAY
() MODIFY EXISTING SIGNAL SYSTEM > PROPOSED DIRECTIONAL LANE USE
® PROPOSED SIGNAL SYSTEM (1) LOCAL BUS ROUTE
ADA AMERICANS WITH DISABILITIES ACT NTS NOT TO SCALE
AVE AVENUE NWL NORMAL WATER LINE
BAT BUSINESS ACCESS AND TRANSIT PC POINT OF CURVE
BGN BEGIN PE PERMANENT EASEMENT
BVC BEGINNING VERTICAL CURVE PGL PROFILE GRADE LINE
BLVD BOULEVARD PI POINT OF INTERSECTION
BRT BUS RAPID TRANSIT PKWY  PARKWAY
BP BEGIN POINT POT POINT ON TANGENT
C3G CURB AND GUTTER PRC POINT OF REVERSE CURVATURE
¢ CENTERLINE PROP PROPOSED
CLR CLEAR PT POINT OF TANGENT
CONC  CONCRETE PVI POINT OF VERTICAL INTERSECTION
CR COUNTY ROAD R RADIUS (FEET)
CSAH COUNTY STATE AID HIGHWAY RD ROAD
cT COURT ROW RIGHT OF WAY
DR DRIVE s SOUTH
EB EAST BOUND SAN SANITARY
EL ELEVATION SB SOUTHBOUND
EP END POINT ST STREET
EVC ENDING VERTICAL CURVE STA STATION
EX EXISTING ST™ STORM
HP HIGHPOINT TBD TO BE DETERMINED
HWL HIGH WATER LINE TE TEMPORARY EASEMENT
LN LANE TERR TERRACE
LP LOW POINT TH TRUNK HIGHWAY
MAX MAXIMUM TYP TYPICAL
ME MATCH EXISTING uG UNDERGROUND
MID MIDPOINT OF CURVE VAR VARIES
MIN MINIMUM ve VERTICAL CURVE
N NORTH vd DESIGN VELOCITY (MPH)
NB NORTHBOUND wB WEST BOUND
NIC NOT IN CONTRACT WM WATERMAIN

GENERAL
1 COVER SHEET
2 LEGEND AND SHEET INDEX
3 KEYMAP

CVIL/GUIDEWAY

4 - 3 GUIDEWAY PLAN AND PROFILE

32 - 37 SITE PLANS

38 - 79 TYPICAL SECTIONS

ARCHITECTURE

80 - 83 TYPICAL PLATFORM PLAN

DRAFT-WORK IN PROCESS

Pus/r
Line

RUSH LINE BRT PROJECT

15% PLANS - 08/07/2020
LEGEND, ABBREVIATIONS AND INDEX

SHEET NO.

Kimley»Horn 2

R B

Censulting Group, Inc.



AutoCAD SHX Text
 

AutoCAD SHX Text
2

AutoCAD SHX Text
83


Aug, 04 2020 09:04 am H:\Projects\11000\11112\CAD_BIM\Plan\GEN—CIV—COVER.dwg By: tborowicz

o | o ]
6 : |
5 B
SAINT VADNAIS
PAUL o HEIGHTS
1 12 [ [ 18 [[] 14 [ ] 15 (=5 GEMLAKE '\ WHITE \
TATAT m\ TOWNSHIP
? L
19 | 2= ~ WHITE
|31 WHITE TOWNSHIP
BEAR LAKE
MAPLEWOOD -
{—’“'-‘— | %, WHITE
i BEAR LAKE \
| . t | DRAFT-WORK IN PROCESS
rush RUSH LINE BRT PROJECT P | ez Kimley»Horn | 3
l me 15% PL?(I;?( ';Ac/lstowzozo / j— ‘1 E = -
ol




Aug, 04 2020 09:08 am H:\Projects\11000\11112\CAD_BIM\Plan\SEGX—CIV—PLAN.dwg By: tborowicz

MATCH LINE SEE SHEET 5

MATCH LINE SEE SHEET 5

T T ——— T
USPS METROPOLITAN YMCA H ) | | I_ COSMOPOLITAN
T COUNCIL GALTIER TOWERS — 5 APARTMENTS —— —
ST. PAUL SAFETY Z < ~
— —— - L| 68 é 1 & INSPECTIONS & MEARS PARK 3 20
—_— 71 —S P | | | % 2
| 5 T | =
3 !
| | | US BANK = 5TH/6TH ST STATION | ggﬁg?g&gﬂm B
5TH ST PLATFORM RAYETTE
i ] ] CENTER ) — " GOLD LINE BRT | LOFTS CHS FIELD
® — ® — ® PROJECT — _ _
E —
° 5TH ST D - T @~— e - 5TH ST e/
— 21 N T _ i
© 53 7 [ — 1 L — —
94 HAT TRICK 21 74 417
61 350 54 21 |74 351 53 94 480
63 351 94 * EMPIRE | LOUNGE 55 1o, 353
64 361 | 5 ST. PAUL SOCIAL BUILDING -STRAUS 54 294484 | 1 THE PARKSIDE
70 364 | SECURITY OFFICE | 54 1265 361 LOFTS 61 350 489 LOFTS AT FARMERS
5 74380 | £ = 61275 364 63 351 860 MARKET APARTMENTS
x ——{265484 | B 7 gi gi gég | 333 ON THE ' o e | s | ST. PAUL FARMERS
3 . 775489 | Z o 70 B50 PARK APARTMENTS 70 364 s | " MARKET
(5] 294860 ~ = & PROPOSED UNION DEPQT STATION =
| - - 8 | CONSTRUCTION BY | WACOUTA STREET PLATFORM | 9 |
& JACKSON ST w UNION DEPOT STATION a5 GOLD LINE_BRT , . GREEN LINE LRT
J[ RAMP z | SIBLEY STREET PLATFORM l L NORTHWESTERN /
3 T | | | THE PARKSIDE BUILDING
- ] 1 g LT | | I | _ /
-
— g(b 4TH ST E ? | ATHSTE
’_ - — __AHSIE LT _ o ‘
I ; | | METRO GREEN LINE
| FOURTH & UNION DEPOT STATION -_ -
| LOWERTOWN _
3 GREEN LINE LRT ] L SIBLEY_PARK | COMMONS —
. US APPEALS COURT - — .
— KELLOGG LOWERTOWN RAMP — | |
SQUARE - -
UNION DEPOT LOWERTOWN LOFTS
o8 ARTIST COOPERATIVE -|
1 PROPOSED . |
04 / _ CONSTRUCTION BY 965 K s e l |
J — CITY OF SAINT PAUL o g1 - s b(;l_li]_ - — —
— - - ot §— 7 0 353
1 KELLOGG BLVD E \E ® gggggl
- D
- KELLOGG B /__L_ e ——— v
® 3 262 AMTRAK/GO
I (Rl ocmoms SRS eaws |
21480 ___ MAYD CLINIC_SHUTTLI
HYATT PLACE 7~ Brd4 SHEET 32
Z 71 489
T 94 I ~—
Lb=y
— =
ONGOING COORDINATION WITH
MNDOT AND SAINT PAUL ON RAMSEY COUNTY |. UNION DEPQT STATION ] T
ROBERT STREET PROJECT. SOCIAL SERVICES UNION DEPOT BUS DECK PLATFORM

AMTRAK
\ —
— - \
—_ = _

DRAFT-WORK IN PROCESS

Pus/lr
Line

RUSH LINE BRT PROJECT

15% PLANS - 08/07/2020

0 50 100 200

HORIZONTAL

SHEET NO.

Kimley»Horn 4

R B

Consulting Group, Inc.




Aug, 04 2020 09:09 am H:\Projects\11000\11112\CAD_BIM\Plan\SEGX—CIV—PLAN.dwg By: tborowicz

’ D)

—

| 21 353 |
/ol ] | 54 361 L
— | | 63 364
/ﬁ—— | | [70 %17
-] 294 484
L | I 350 489 -
— I | 351
. - — l |
! | |
—_— — ~ 4 _—
/ —
/\ y -
/o | |
[ I |
\ o FJU ] L
— 17
r -— J___,J M-
I | [ / -
—— | :
GILLETTE CHILDREN'S J _ | [ |
HOSPTAL ™ ”_‘ - . ! L
B \ | | / 'SIBLEY ST —8— ¥
! L
h 21 94 364 pd
L REGIONS | |:/ / 53 265 417 -
—_— HOSPITAL / / 54 275 480
S 81 294 484 T
/ _ - — —|- — 63 350 489 O
| L— 64 351 860 |<_(
70 353
l 74 361 =
© . I MEARS PARK
— \ || PLACE
" - |
L EX. | o | '
68 J |—'-'
7)) | _/
@ - — 4 o | | | | ’
Ll | N 5TH/6TH STREET STATION ’
tlp JACKSON ST (2 JACKSON ST 1) / | 6TH STREET PLATFORM [— —
JACKSON ST
L . . PROPOSED
= PROP. — 9’?? - — r CONSTRUCTION BY P
5 68 | GOLD LINE BRT
o7 | PROJECT
5 [14TH STREET STATION | | ; l | |
2 | —
I
<§( y 5 | | | 63 350 489
b METROPOLITAN = " . 64 351 860
CENTER FOR ALARY'S w w 70 353 )
MINNESOTA OFFICE OF £ INDEPENDENT LIVING — — w1 TER 5 g 74 361 <
DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATIVE w 3 - = - = —
REVENUE HEARINGS o i —’ | THE ROSSMOR ® ] IS METRO S L
S | BLACK KEYS SQUARE W
= 8 BP GAS ALINO  SHEEP CAFE gt | SAWATDEE ! SECURIAN T
5: £ STATION SOCETY | | RENODIS FINANCIAL 0
m: - TJELECOMAML wATInMC vre) LIJ
TN, AT |\J 68 ™ lI i b u\-}’ -\ =X I_llﬂ 71— L
= === P2y — ROBERT ST N— — @i — —tL— : | — @— — &
— e e — STN 1 . H 135000 130400 2O
— = 145+00 < 40001 T s T N\ GSF C 66 ) £ %
~150+00 1 68 \‘=i = T =
|
— —@— _ METRO GREEN LINE ONGOING COORDINATION wm-|_/ LuNDs 71 | PEDRO | MINNESOTA | o
ROBERT ST STATION MNDOT AND SAINT PAUL ON THE PENFIELD & 10TH STREET PARK UNION GOSPEL MISSION DEPARTMENT CHARLES o T
| ROBERT STREET PROJECT. BYERLYS SITAHO,? | CHILD CARE CENTER OF COMMERCE | SHWAR £ O
MINNESGTA MINNESOTA \ | ) 3
DEPARTMENT OF DEPARTMENT OF ~ | =
HEALTH AGRICULTURE GREEN LNE LRT L
_ | __—=aaﬁt=wed
| | Vo | / — RK INPROCESS
SHEET NO.
_ Kimley»Horn 5
rouslr RUSH LINE BRT PROJECT 0 s w0 2
- ‘ [ | . OF
0,
l e 15% PLANS - 08/07/2020 A — N\ 83
Consulting Group, Inc.




Aug, 04 2020 09:09 am H:\Projects\11000\11112\CAD_BIM\Plan\SEGX—CIV—PLAN.dwg By: tborowicz

MINNESOTA
TRANSPORTATION
MUSEUM |

32be3
JACKSON ST |

EMPIRE DR

ONGOING COORDINATION
WITH CITY OF SAINT PAUL ON
JACKSON STREET PROJECT.

N
\

PENNSYLVANIA AVE E

MT. AIRY L

COMMUNITY CENTER \

[

l\/

A

/\/ BOYS & GIRLS
CLuB 7

f—

CAPITOL HEIGHTS

VALLEY APARTMENTS X

GILLETTE CHILDREN'S \
SPECIALTY HEALTHCARE

REGIONS HOSPITAL

STAFF PARKING

ROBERT ST N

GREEN LINE LRT —(|

UNIVERSITY AVE V \\

DRAFT-WOI-ldK IN PROCESS

RUSH LINE BRT PROJECT

15% PLANS - 08/07/2020

200
|

/ 0 50 100
Eﬁ
\ HORIZONTAL

Kimley»Horn

R

Consulting Group, Inc.

SHEET NO.

6

OF

83




bob.monjeau

Aug, 04 2020 07:52 am K:\TWC_Transit\RCRRA\Rush Line EA\CAD\Plan Sheets\11112_Plan_Prof 04.dwg By:

u

GUIDEWAY
UNDER BRIDGE

HEALTHPARTNERS

7

MICHELIN NORTH AMERICA

Y
S
HEALTHPARTNERS \ bd \
Q

CAYUGA STREET
STATION \
__——
_)

1
1
EE SHEET 3

MATCH LINE S

/ OLIVE STREET N~—nod 7 -
STATION l /
CAPITAL WOOD PRODUCTS -
860 T T R— P 860
83 k1340 85 o
ﬁ’ég 150.00"VC +
ae o o ©
840 T 2 i — 840
820 EX. GRADE — S Oim 54] 820
1A% ,¥\ﬁ:0jgz‘*,\, ‘mﬁiiﬁ«“\u_o‘@% |
/ A
800 PROP. GRADE — 'i % 800
: -
- O
780 z ':( 780
=
760 760
o o <9 o® e ~9 o>
o gy H¥ 9k Gk g d
®|5 ® % ®|5 @ o ®|o e oo
172400 174400 176400 178400
DRAFT-WORK IN PROCESS
- SHEET NO.
o s 0 Kimley»Horn 7
/l’ll.fﬁ RUSH LINE BRT PROJECT q i
Limre 15% PLANS - 08/07/2020 % e “ {‘ I
VERTICAL 83

Consulting Group, Inc.




Aug, 04 2020 07:55 am K:\TWC_Transit\RCRRA\Rush Line EA\CAD\Plan Sheets\11112_Plan_Prof 05.dwg By: bob.monjeau

/

Ty ]| o] I

/

/
T~ <
/ —_ _ /
— - - -
! & —_ T
E ! 3 — _
OFFICE SUITES & -
=\ HEALTHPARTNERS s | —_— «
— - / /
a ! 64 :f
T — / / - <
—_ ~
% o LKT LABORATORIES HEALTHPARTNERS = @
-

-

/
/
Ll
L

/
W
/ | /-/ A - M
_ - - [ -~ —

m —— - — LA\M:A“MM\,% ESCH CONSTRUCTION SUPPLY A —

wn —— T e STONE MACHINERY - I I BEAUTY PHAEN /

\\—'r“'\ E ELEMENTS SENIOR /
& [LASERVISION UsA APARTMENTS  / //
Il I KENDALL'S s

ACE HARDWARE

/—/’N.
" 200+00

<

p——
PAYNE AVENUE |
STATION ‘

GUIDEWAY
= UNDER BRIDGE T
——

~
!
. i
PV STA:| 200+10.00
PVI ELEV: 85012
AB:}5-10%
K: 6171
PV STA: 180+00.00 PV STA: 189+00.00 PVI STA: 192+99.93 & . 315.00° Ve :
880 PVI ELEV: 811.20 PVI ELEV: 817.17 PVI ELEV: 822.69 g f i 880
A: 9.027% AD: D.14% AD: 0.72% q 3l 3
N50.00" NG LOW POINT ELEV: 310.15 PVI{STA: 185+50.00 150,00 Ve 1K3:5 3555\,?; “ N Slf
o : LOW POINT STA: 182+42.43 PVI ELEV: B11.33 - - z HE i|£
o o PV |STA: 1824+50.05 AD: 0.90% o o 0 © £ 3® gl
860 2 2 2 P\ ELEV: 809,96 K: 15019 Sy 25 e N & i i 860
51D : ; S N 2 : = e
+ e e - 110 1800 ve g o e i £ 8% g |
N 2o g v o o g g S o o =) N <0 N0
— i ~lai . - 2|; “'\’J% e e ~la “ls ] | T
840 i 7 A B B 2 g% g 82 82 i b= |/ & 840
< S Sl “lo o 3o Sln s Sl =P Sl I o M= _// o
92 = . k| > m
o i 3 g i | e i n
n i i Qo Sl EX. GRADE | e Z o
ale IS o| “’ J __ olsggp === — z M
e L ... =R
820 I o Sl | I A - s £y 820
e e 3
L | | | 1.52% A iy M+
182% o v
L —0.48% | _ —0.50% | | 0.62% 1 = N ~ Ao
=z 00% 5 Sl a3 o™
— Qe Jlo s
800 B B3 rv 8 800
T ] PVI STA! 196+14.27 s
@) alS PVI ELEV: 824.76 |
= Sz AD: 5.75% Qi
<C @ K:179.08 i
455.00" VC
780 S 45900 16 780
— - — o
o~ ~3 ~g ~R ol n& s 03 ©ls ;ﬁ ol E: 0|8 o5 m[5 2.;'\3 +[8 9 wlF 0d N 08 ININ g'&,’
INIPS] =|= == oo Sls Slo Sls == SN < 05 ~ 0| o5 oo Sis N beire] N INIINS Bl ©lg o InIN (=}
=N == —|= == = = = == = =¥ —=[0 — - = INIEN N N NN 1N M5 9 <+|< < n
®|o oo ®ls o |5 % o5 o5 ®|%o % ®|5 0% ®|5 ®% ®|Q % oY ©/0 ©|Q 3 ©|53 oD | ©'Q

180+00 182+00 184+00 186+00 188+00 19

o
¥
(@]
o
O
N
+
(@]
o
(Co)
~
+
(@]
o
(o)
(o))
+
(@]
o
(o)
(0]
+
(@]
o

200+00

DRAFT-WORK IN PROCESS
SHEET NO.

DS Kimley»Horn
rush RUSH LINE BRT PROJECT a | —— €y»>Ho 8
Line 15% PLANS - 08/07/2020 w o oo e “{‘I oF

VERTICAL 8 3

Consulting Group, Inc.




BEGIN BRUCE VENTO

] 7
ONGOING COORDINATION ARCADE STREET ” l
WITH CAPITAL REGIONS STATION
WATERSHED DISTRICT N~ /

ON CREEK DAYLIGHTING
OPPORTUNITY.

VINCENT M. MURPHY

~
(%]
Ly
g UNITED STATES /
! | s POST OFFICE /
<
\\{I:\-/\
Z s 1O 61
< NEID LANE ,

HOME CHOICE STORES

TRAIL UNDER
BRIDGE

VERTICAL ENDEAVORS

AUTO ZONE
~

"SUN WORLD” ﬁ
SUPERMARKET /

/
/
T/MOBILE \L

/
/

VIKING ELECTRIC SUPPLY

T/ _ REGIONAL TRAIL RECONSTRUCTED
T/ - REALIGNMENT BRUCE VENTO
T REGIONAL TRAIL NORTHERN 5 GUIDEWAY
IRON AND | UNDER BRIDGE
MACHINE | &
S
—_ hs
-——
T
! —
STA: %
AD: 0.66%
K: 227.31
920 s el B 920
3l 3l 350.00' VC 9l
Qo ~[= 2
+@ S S|, a8l 3
900 §® e 18 B m 21 900
e i : 5
3z Iz - i & a=
o [ £’$§ e z EI
< olg [
880 & o @ | 880
— PROPOSED GUIDEWAY @ |
7~ ON STRUCTURE 3 I
odsh b0 / o |
——— RN / & lla 8
860 i — — 10
! | T — \\\~ 3.945 PROP. GRADE — B - O
@ || ll T = \ <
2 1 | | ] — \ T N
S |g | | \ o \ 0.50% _ P I O
840 gl [ | S ———— — ] =T 2 ¢ | 840
i <5
S & EX. GRADE —/ 2
< s
820 o TR 820
it R ~G ©3 <8 o= +3 ~o 03 o2 23 ~E =2 2 o oS 0§ i o9
o 23N (21 | o = o [=23% o= o5 oo oSls <l == NN ol 1% s < [Pl
38 g ©|3 g 03 0 B3 0 S 3% 53 S 33 S 33 S 33 33 33

222+00 224+00 226+00 228+00 230+00 232+00 234+00 236+00 238+00
DRAFT-WORK IN PROCESS

Aug, 04 2020 07:57 am K:\TWC_Transit\RCRRA\Rush Line EA\CAD\Plan Sheets\11112_Plan_Prof 06.dwg By: bob.monjeau

SHEET NO.

Kimley»Horn 9

BNE | .

Consulting Group, Inc.

0 50 100 200
! ]

rusl RUSH LINE BRT PROJECT hA |
Lirre 15% PLANS - 08/07/2020 w o w0 o 40

VERTICAL




(@) o o o (@) (@)
(qV (@] oQ (Ce] < A
e o 00 0 0 0
, yos
~ D~ w oo to limas o
0O s|——22¥Ls _avna_ | | g
47 Sh0006+69¢ SoAE ) 00+0./LZ| V1S
PagwE RV o
N 21— ANIT HOLY
My sd g _ ezy/g 30A3 | S 3 LVI
8o 0052692 15043
= [P
SHBNS
© L
NuoZ 8
==
GE<Ee
il
$3 1 cewe gone |
x I 00°GZ+/9Z 'SOAE
=<
W o
@&
oo
EE
22
w0
og |
o=z N
3 &
o 3 o
<% -
SEJ
WAUAW hmmsoo%///
// =i -
=&} =
= —
ol b 1£°0/8 (30A3
Sa Se 00°SZ+79% 1SON3
0D, o
. / H858>
SN— £.068%9
o o+ e
X = Ly _.w_ ob o
Sz SuQys
E & L
e s 21698 :30AD
=i 00°SL+29% 1SONG
EH
=N | le
— / o
Z / o
—_— {8 HIng
— _ o _Cy898 30N 3
- —1 8g 00'SZ+197 SONd
[ F
£85%3
B3%o9.
Ngaoly g
Le _l.r_ o+ 7 Q
| FEQy® |
z a 1 coves aong !
\ 00°SL+65¢ 1SONG
\,
= il
8.2 g f—
o o W ™
% .M m W 2 N /_
oLl 24
T - VI I
Zw ] I 1 b4
SO D L ©
o020 =) ! &
ol [e4 N
eme / 2 S
= x
o
| |
\ )
i
—_— |
L £0°998 |'30A3 )
Se 00°SZ+95¢ 1SONI !
[ .
23 0 O ] [ [T
\ 58598 LS| YNVY4 D
_ Qid¥s
Ng=3g R
Lot 5
/ Epgeld
o N
s yL'¥OR ‘30N b
\ 00°SL+7S¢ 1SONG
| |
, I |
| / I
\ 3
| 8
| )
\ | -
\ _
Z N0
82527\ I
EoziEz | _ ecese oAl L L
0052 \ 111 0005+2S¢ iSOA3
8~8 m & / & _/ ! |8 [
o (o] \ 5%
SZa<a | e lo
SExy N\ \ 1| zB¥se
LEox , / Nt
Somu LS
W < m Smev 8
2552 & Camn
5= & 2 g%
> | / Y _rg9s8 ‘30A8 y
< a 00°05+05¢ :SONG
o
[} (7]
as | -
3% | &
T
IS /
/ /
! F
e /\ rm
300148 IS V3| D [ | ———
L IR
- -] w
J |
|
|
_ { _ _ ﬂ
| |
| ’
Ad //
_ _ \
o | N
“ _ _ / b __2zg'068 :30A3
_ S [ o0sz+evy SoA3
SO
0
sk ETRE
F7on.
| _ fz98s
il | Zds" 3
hlI¥ -
| s _za'gye '30Ad |
= I _ 00'SL+EVE 1SONG
0%
20a
53 | _ /
& | b
=) | 2
b Rl
<
| % |
i
| _ w
| _ V
— 5 L1'9%8 [30A3 |
53 00°GH+1¥ SOAT 1
| NI INES) ,
e
p: © g w
b 4] )| .m P m 3
T | ZHs8.8 00+0¥¢ VLS
il i [
6 L343HS 33S 3NN HOLVIN =2 — SONIT HOLVIN
(@) o o (@] (@) (@)
(qV (@] oQ (Ce] < A
(o)) (o)) (00)] (00)] (00)] (00)]

85v/8
8v.8

6L'v/B
cvL8

96°¢/8
£'eL8

0LCL8
v'CL8

£8°'LL8
S'lL8

96°048
0’48

01’048
0°0L8

6¢°698
9'698

£8'898
6'898

8¢'898
S'898

LL°198
1’898

0¢°298
8°L98

¥8'998
2°L98

85998
0°L98

88°G98
€998

29'¥98
Sv98

09298
£°C98

95°098
9'098

96'858
£'8G8

86968
0°LS8

18'GS8
6'GS8

0L'%S8
8'vS8

85°¢G8
0'vS8

Ly'2S8
6°258

9¢°168
g'lss

G2'0s8
1°0G8

LL'6¥8
v'6v8

96°LV8
9°L¥8

08'9Y8
8'G¥8

69°Gv8
£Yv8

G6'v¥8
8°¢¥8

244+00 246+00 248+00 250+00 252+00 254+00 256+00 258+00 260+00 262+00 264+00 266+00 268+00

242+00

DRAFT-WORK IN PROCESS

SHEET NO.
10
OF

83

Kimley»Horn

B3N

200
]
40

100
HORIZONTAL
0

50
10

VERTICAL

15% PLANS - 08/07/2020

RUSH LINE BRT PROJECT

Line

k
S

nosfuow-qoq Ag Bmp/Q joudTuoidTzLLLI\SI2aYS Uoid\avO\V3 2ull ysny\vyyoy\Hsuos oML\ S WD 00:80 0Z0Z ¥0 ‘Bny




Aug, 04 2020 08:00 am K:\TWC_Transit\RCRRA\Rush Line EA\CAD\Plan Sheets\11112_Plan_Prof 08.dwg By: bob.monjeau

A CERTIFIED
COLLISION CENTER\

PEDESTRIAN
ONLY SIGNAL

T

I
‘ |
DULUTH & CASE |
RECREATIONAL CENTER L - i
ATLANTIC ST e
=] w s —— — ] E:
E: = - i
| x 3 =
(o]
g % | é G\)\C_',( /
b4 | QY
RECONSTRUCTED = | ] >
BRUCE VENTO — - - CITY OF SAINT PAUL
REGIONAL TRAIL

p— ~
- - /
I
— [ ——
/ - JOHNSON PARKWAY
PR Rl
-~
/ B _—
s /
\ 2 .
,% BALDINGER BAKERY 7
z / [
VACANT 4 PHALEN PARK e
PROPOSED GUIDEWAY 4 CITY OF SAINT PAUL /,/ E
L ON STRUCTURE 1 L
\ — 4/\1 N T
TR — (/)
Ll
\_ PED CROSSING SIGN L
— \ —_ WITH RECTANGULAR 4”
RAPID FLASH BEACON
795+00 Ll
= \
; AN \ \ — — — = — = 1=
\ PED CROSSING SIGN S ]
WITH RECTANGULAR X -
HMONG VILLAGE RAPID FLASH BEACON TN T
- \ REALIFE COOPERATIVE O
— S OF PHALEN VILLAGE —
/ ! <
i \ . =
HIGH PGINT ELEV: 884,17
HIGH POINT ELEV: 874.88 LOW [POINT ELEV: | 869.22 HIGH F'OI:IT :STA: 290--23.06
HIGH POINT STA: 270+56.09 LOW PDINT STA: 283+45.04 U LR a4
PVI_STA: 270+65.00 PVI STA: 277+00.00 PV| STA: 284+50.00 \D: 6.09% PVI STA: 293+87.66
920 PVI ELEV: 874.84 PVI ELEV: 871.69 FVI ELEV: 868.70 K- 2880 PVl ELEV: |872.03
i oo vs | _ ks
150.00" Ve 150.00" VE 300.00' V¢ X = ;i 150.001 VC o
S o | o & o 5 B | o o
900 e Sl Sle Slo g Slo 3 i So Sl +
s J¥ XN Tle o il & & i ols 00
=l ol s olt:] 2w ] L] 2l 3l »
Ny N <l Sl N gy PROPPSED GUIDEWAY oz oz Nl Sy N
& S GIQ IS alS Al ON SRR TRE o o 5e 7S
880 ; S S Sl £ PROP. GRADE +—, 2 O . e S E— iosy D2 Sl <
e I o5t & “ | e e ey B Y B S | P
— -20% ! )| —0.30% N _o— | — I I —~ T~ L
» e | H e B S
T T4 —= Z———— e~ —]
860 | P LS R ;
| |
= s Zz
- z -~
840 2 T
T e 'S
2 S =
< e <C
820 = =
0|3 ol o/~ wls o|® 0l3 ol M= m|Q ©S |5 o[ N M ;S’j <+ ~% o | o2 ol8 N ~T o2 0|8 ~S "IN <% olg
N <+ ¢ <+ M M N NI == == [<J'=] Slo [e)] o Jre oo o No Ol [Tel7e] 0|5 0| olg o3 ©| 5 D3 P N} N[ —<|o Mg
B ®5 25 o5 2% 5 2% BB B ®5 ®% ®5 38 38 &g ar EE]I 85 EJIS E3E EJp EE B85 EJ B[ o S B% N
272+00 274+00 276+00 278+00 280+00 282+00 284+00 286+00 288+00 290+00 292+00 294+00 296+00

920

900

880

860

840

820

DRAFT-WORK IN PROCESS

nS
N

e

(? 50 100 2(I)O K' I »H r
RUSH LINE BRT PROJECT 5 e Imi€y>»Rorn

15% PLANS - 08/07/2020 o 10 w0 “{‘ I
P —

VERTICAL "
Consulting Group, Inc.

SHEET NO.

"

OF

83




o o
o 00
(@] 00

00+/2% VIS —

920

= 860

N1 _HOLVIA 01’898

820

12

83

¢l ._,m_m_Im 33S 3NN _HOLVIA

(L
|

—

AN

.

N

¥,
—
ey

LAKE PHALEN

¥,

.
—,
A A"

¥
"
\u\__y_,‘,/«/

PHALEN PARK

L
e
A a—"

=

SERGENT
JOSEPH
BERGERON
MEMORIAL
3725100
=— e

e —

EXISTING
UNDERPASS

—

,J*/\

AR o

s

N—x

EAST SHORE DRIVE

3 ANN3AV NOLONIIV

T ‘“*ﬂ,»/“w—”/

e

—
McAFEE STREET

STAF00

v

CLARENCE_STREET

RECONSTRUCTED
REGIONAL TRAIL

- - —— -

s~ BRUCE VENTO

—_—
—_—

AN

SYIOENGI0]

- =t - 4+ — 4+

BRUCE VENTO
REGIONAL TRAIL

» CONNECT TO

A0S -F 00T

At

1305

MARYLAND
AVENUE E.

KINGDOM

HALL OF

JEHOVA'S
WITNESSES

I |

INNIAY ANVIANYA —

JOHNSON

A

¥
—
—

SNAP

NAILS

MARYLAND
AVENUE
STATION

SENIOR
LIVING
APARTMENTS

SUBWAY PARADISE

—

= METROPCS FITNESS

<__

LL 133HS

—
T
O
=

W_
L11£98 1__ N
N

AD: 1.48%

PVI_STA: 322+46.93
PVl ELEV: 871.58

;m
N
AS

.

L0°'LL8 ‘3OA3,

,
v¥°99-+0C¢ moA,

|
|

[
Wi

,
I

318+83.15
318+96.44

|

_
]
'

-

PVI ELEV! 882.12

PVI_STA:

HIGH _POINT ELEV: 879.77
HIGH POINT STA:

G/ °LL8 ‘3ONE

VOLHLIT SN
0
12°9/8 30A3 w_k

9G°99+91E *SOA

315+99.06

]
|
{
|
|
|

PVI ELEV: 874.48

PVI_STA:

Y vael8 3oN8
957 IS+GIE ”muil

&

0.95%

wmmn.:_m SN (

PVI_ELEV: 869.40

]
|
|
}
!
|

S0°698 _:30A8
9G°86+60¢ | ‘SOAE /N

)

!

PVI_STA: 310+66.06

EX. GRADE|—\

si0v08 o3l | | |

6U'2Z+008 1Ad N\ |
226°c98 13 / o
00°00+00¢ [IAd /Ww
66798 N3
19°T7+662 fIhd N :

* 00°6e+662 |*SOA3 =
S o O

"m N>
@ -

- o
re e

~
AK ..w

PV ELEV: 863 40

3
L9'¥98  ‘30A8

JIAd
mno oh_w a3

]|

C =T —55VduIANT ONISIXT 3 0998

PROP. GRADE —/

——"V1S 3AV ANVTAYVA 8N D

20°c98 | :30A3 /bﬂ

9°188

SHEET NO.

67998

0'898

326+00
DRAFT-WORK IN PROCESS

CcLL98
0’88

G2'698
£°088

B3N

324+00

6£°048
1°088

Kimley»Horn

20°¢L8
0°088

322+00

00948
0°088

S9'8.8
6'6/8

320+00

v.'6.8

200
]
40
FEET

0c'6.8
0'8L8

318+00
100
HORIZONTAL
0
VERTICAL
IN

50
10

SCALE

L0°LL8
0'8L8

LLYL8
0'8L8

vS°5/8 é
L°9.8

316+00

85°2/8
0'9/8

314+00

£9°1/L8
0'9/8

89°048
9'G/8B

312+00

¥,°698
G'GL8

90°698
6.8

310+00

¥5'898
8'¢L8

£0'898
£'eL8

508+00

1G°£98
0'¢L8

00°£98
0°0L8

506+00

8¥°998
1°298

£6°G98
£'698

504+00

RUSH LINE BRT PROJECT
15% PLANS - 08/07/2020

S¥'G98
v'¥98

£6'798
1’798

302+00

v’ ¥98
1’798

26°¢98
0'v98

300+00

L2898
0'eL8

19'v98

PVI STA: 298467.50

00 oo+ 86¢C |'SOAE

00+862Z 'WLS"— ANIT HOLVYW

920
900
880
860

RVENESN
A
g S

840

9'¢/B

820

nosfuow-qoq Ag Bmp 60 J0idUDIdTZILLL\S}2aYS uD|d\QvO\V3 ul]

usnY\Vy40u\11suod oML\ M wd |g:Z0 0Z0z 80 ‘des




<+
—
Ll
Ll
L
n

960

940

00+¥S¢

920
900
880
860

V1S — ANIT HOLVIA

2¢°168

I

|

AVENUE
STATION

64
|
LARPENTEUR

43S 3INIT HOLVI
: T

! [

| i

I

i

&

[

CHAMBER STREET

SEE SHEET 30 FOR
LARPENTEUR AVE
SIDEWALK PLANS

ENGLISH STREET

<
©

350+00
= ———fo— ——p— — — [ —

3 3AV OHvdI

MCAFEE STREET

RECONSTRUCTED
BRUCE VENTO
REGIONAL TRAIL

3 3AV LAOH

ENGLISH ST

|
|
|

[

3 3NV WISVHEEN

MCAFEE STREET

¢l 133H

O—
Ll
Lol

NIT H

OLVI

960

616268 M3

AV ¥NILNIAAVT D

0'ze8

68°L68

0'c68
G5°19+26¢ [INd
£01°268 13
90°6C+2S¢ ‘IAd

09°6v+29e FI\d

LOW PCINT ELEV: 8¢

LOW POINT STA:

82¢0°'lE8 13
TorBTore | Md Y orvEr—H

135.00° VC
—l———

£90'268 13 06°168
\ 2’168

2 767 £461%

¥£°L68
2°068

0.56%

\

|

W 62°069
b 0068
,
,

£2°068
¥'688

01068
! 0'688

617068 :30AH
0SC¢L+.L¥E “SOAE

25068
6'888

—0.44%

I 96°068
0°068

| 82°068
| 8'688

6£°688
0'888

>

16'888
0'888

0.89%

29,88

1 e
|

£L°988

, 0'888
, ¥8'688
A

£9°G88

Q UU USTFOLY T -SUNT

K:2838.10
150.00" VC

-30A3 ! G'/88
T

I
4R
“ 7688

62'¥88 :30AE |

UU U sy T SJNg

150.00" VC

A/l
Vi
PVI /:

| 10°¥88

,, 6'988
!
, 988

L0°£88

88°¢88 30A3 0°988

—C

61°288
9688

i £9°188 ‘30A8

PVI| STA: 331+5C.00
PYI ELEV:879.07

00+L2¢

940

|_SviZi8 E30ny I '

00°0S+GEE 'S
000S+SEE 'SOAE 9b 188
L'¥88

B e i -7

8.°088
0'v88

60°088
| 1'egg
|

£67648 30N
[0S Z1FEes—SONT

I 67648
c'e88

£8°LL8
v'¢88

'S8
67288

86°CL8
1'c88

/ ¥G'0L8
0'zes

01898
9°188

V1S — 3NN Iou.<_2

920
900
880
860

330+00 332+00 334+00 336+00 338+00 340+00 342+00 344+00 346+00 348+00 350+00 352+00 354+00
DRAFT-WORK IN PROCESS

328+00

SHEET NO.
13
OF

83

Kimley»Horn

B3N

200
]
40

100
HORIZONTAL
0

50
10

IN FEET

VERTICAL

SCALE

15% PLANS - 08/07/2020

RUSH LINE BRT PROJECT

Line

k
S

nosfuow-qoq kg Bmp-gl JoidupidTgLILL\SI2ays uo|d\QvO\V3 aull ysny\vayOy\isupd TomL\ M Wo $0:80 0Z0Z 0 ‘Bny




960

940

920

900

880

860

T |
|
_ - —
| | l
b
. | > -
1 = -
[F1)
@
_ a |
| 4
& |
| L |
- - T - - - o (7]
ENGLISH ST - -
. P — —
— 64 1
'_
tl_]-' RECONSTRUCTED
BRUCE VENTO I
(% REGIONAL TRAIL | o)
I LEGACY [ 9] FRAIDY CATS -
H FUNERAL | —
7] FRIENDLY MAN HOME Ll
CAMPER RENTALS MAPLEWOOD FROST L
AVENUE T
Ll — 1 _
> e —— L STATION %)
— \ 1) — —
| e | =
T — R —— gl
O T T T 7 - — _ - - _
= T ] T = - - e T — L
< -_— — —_— Z
= I J
— I — X
w BORCHERS ! |
z - 10
X ARKET =
. T ﬂ Hermace N <
— & L LIQUOR =
MIKE'S LP |
GAS AND RV
SERVICE
L —/ |\ ]
CLARENCE ST \ I
_ — I 108 | !
Y
= _/r
= FROST AVE RECONSTRUCTION [
I BY CITY OF MAPLEWOOD
; | }
v |
PVl STA: 382+20.24
LOW. POINT ELEV: 890.84 HIGH POINT ELEV: 901.05 LOW POINT ELEV: 897.69 PV ,Ef&.EV;i.,%}?,ﬁ‘”
LOW POINT $TA: 355+22.67 HIGH| POINT STA: |368+65.40 LOW POINT STA: 375+54.84 K" 55”‘25"
PVl _STA: 355+15.00 PVI_STA: 358+35.00 PVl _STA: 360+90.00 PVl _STA: 368+75.00 PV| STA: 375+£5.00 300.00" VC
PVl ELEV: 890.67 PVI [ELEV: 892.11 PVI ELEV: | 896.46 101.21 PWVI ELEV: 897.50 [
A AD: 1.26% AD: 0.97% 2% AD: Lo Bom v mL &1
& K: 107.45 K:139.77 G FiGH FOIN Vi GuReol
00" Vi 135.00" VG 135.001 VC Ve HIGH POINT S}A: 379,‘3%“0
(@) <———I| | ——Il 83 | PM_STA: <579+93§|w o
- PVI ELEV; 899.78|0 o
T8 B 8 e 8 8o 33 8 B 8 A0 09% B | O
<+ g ols = 9l s 2ls ol Jls o s e Ssth e @S T+
oY i :4 8 s a8 Qs 5o ol 2> NG Pt Bl — = |
[ T ¥ "l "l s /M Pl <% s ) "l 38 o gl |8
@l @S alS @l @l gie alx @l Al @l Rl s by
o Y S ga g S o g S S S I Pl er
9 - o 4 o “l [ - o “ sl | o@ glB | <
o | | - | R sl | =
| | T EX. GRADE — | al9 glﬁ n
: | | I | Sl Sl |
| 1 ! 02a% —0.55% Nl | lo.41%L . —Okszl |
Lot g L S i E—— Vi =
—+os57% B S P e B / S Ll
= AT 1/ ; Z
— PROP. GRADE -— E :
e &
= 5 T
= O
= —
- <C
= =
oy oB o8 bl <3 o o3 oS o8 NS 02 NG o3 o o8 o5 °B o3 o¥ = ~18 o® oR oB o8 0 ©'3 ~@
o Nlo o = Nf= M <M Ol ¢ ©lo ©O |0 NI ©|o3 Ol Slo [=3p53 o= Ol (=30 Ol Ol D5 o~ [N fellve] [=3P% (o300} [P D
o = o s
2|3 23 2|3 o3 2|3 283 2|3 83 E) 33 2|2 223 3] 4] 3] 5 3] >3 2 >3 E] B 3|2 33 E] 33 B3] 3|3

354+00

556

+

W
m
(0]
+
(@)
o

o

+
(@)
o
W
(9]

N
4+

(Y]
(0))
~
+
(@]
o

»
4+
o
4+

o
4+

N
+
(@]
o
(@)]
~
~
+
(@]
o

(0]

4+
(@)
o

8+00 380+00

960

940

920

900

880

860

DRAFT-WORK IN PROCESS

Aug, 04 2020 08:07 am K:\TWC_Transit\RCRRA\Rush Line EA\CAD\Plan Sheets\11112_Plan_Prof 11.dwg By: bob.monjeau

o s o Kimley»Horn | 7,
st RUSH LINE BRT PROJECT r 14
I”e 15% PLANS - 08/07/2020 :CAU:O VE;I;:AL FE:) "(}i! 83




»
7]
o o o o o o w| .
© < N o 00 © ole
o)) o)) 1)) » oe) o m Yo N 'p)
ol — R o]
-4 %
&
.//././ an
[ e = =
_ a2 S 335 EN 00+/0% V1S — 3INIT HOLVIN $8°068 2zl © .-...m
e - — 0 Hoyy , 0v68 o| T
[ _ \ W | o~
- | | g | & ad
5 \ ! v2'688 | >~ 1 J
! 068 | (D)
- - -4 - - ©
NOLLONNI : ‘ e , ¥ =
L — 0 L b 7 L
o— - JAE Gx3.oms W 0768
| & [ £l &davs , =
§ Oz v< [
[ e st i ¥9'688 | +
_ — 23 il 068 M
! <
|
| ! £9'L68
' 068
| ovwss 3o e B o
- 9¢'814-20% |‘SDA3 » [ 99'v68 +
_ g% | 0%68 |\
3 5, 528 | g
x© | 0O oN
| B G235 19 T8x,e |
YT | §.8%85; | 59'968 S o -
=05 m_w Mw 63 , 0'v68 I A i
_AU e — “ ZgSmld 9 SSYJYIANN NIAVEM D— Hﬂw o
ao 'S 2
dsa (@) = =
3 | woes |7 | gl SHE-
_ k- _ ” 0v68 | O xR B
05°968_:30A8 o S s
9 95°£9-665 :SOAE | e o I o
n | Ire} -
a ﬁ | e
o 2l 59'g68 ] 3
8 0R - 0%68 e °eT @
S ibg _OLseR i30Ad |
/.( o 23 _H 5 mw 9C8G+B6E SOAT| | (@]
< B IFw_ 9 @]
| : CE T scves | &
_ =5 PgNE Lv68 | Q0
sl | ik r S |
© 22sad _gswes :3on8 | |,
~_ | I» L@ 9CECHI6% SOND 89768 é
_ _ 2 0968
3
o
o
ﬂ \ 1zges | +
h 0968 |
o)
_ M
_ | =N IV INOWT3g
7 ¥£°G68
_ “ e ﬂ 0'968
o
o
o |y o
| 9z'968 | 4
_ e 0968 |+
I 3 o
7 M
,
el | 1L , 6.°968
| _ , 1'968
|
I ~ \ o
S - o
ze168 | +
L + 3 3AV NYWTINS =168 |y _I
- o)
_ “ _ N \ N C
il c8'/68 L
i 8768 -
! 0.2 O
L] . Geg =
| s =4 L seeee An3 g 8c'ge8 | + R I
4 m W | £8'SO+08L 'SINT B AN
g e>2 " , 0868 |O 0 o
d 243 63 W Z S
Lo DZd I8%a¢ | o
rox SRR . T =2
| | | B2 g | 98'668 <
| [ _ Zidocg \_ Le6s R _
—_—— | v = 9 r o S
IV NVAY z& \ /4 o o ANn
_ — 1| _ogzos 3oAE | | 20006 | +
] _ TH'SO+88E SN 5 i B _ _ _
LY SUTBBL O -\fn_ %\ m m mmw 8 m_
~ s o o
]y ¥§'G06 _3ONI ! > M N X
‘ 96°0v+/8¢ SOA3 In} — LO
GL'906 -
_ ﬁ N * - \ 0006 —l
~ 00
©g
[ | g% 80 \\ m H
519 SO .
LIRS W , (5806 | F (@p)
g 8ownT ] & S'868 | (©
- = O myeNR [ L
B g LTI R - H_ 1u|L_<~: AVMILYD B Q U
L~ — g s ZoE@RYy & M R
= \ 4 S g .
2 L =8 1 ,_ 60°806
f§ & 9868
e _— > m g h HW //I “
- _ %] | (@)
\\/ | M ~ o
\\_\ ] ! 5£°506 | :30N8 | 1e's06 | +
96°00++8¢ :SOAG = g
_ 2 U yiee mona By | oses 1N
1 > YZDLFEBE| 'SOAT
o , N
3 |
I E , L1°106
. h | 0’868
M. O
_ 8 387 ! o
| I EsE 5¥8 8 o
$ g - x5 ) oL'668 | 4
I = i = T €668 | N
- S% o0
- - \ = m — 1 M
4 =% ,
< 7 — i 91668
¥l 133HS 333 ANM HOLVIN L2 00t l8E WIS — ANIT HOLVW <668
o o o o o o
© < N o oq) ©
o o)) )] o 00 00

nosfuow-qoq Ag Bmp-z| joidupidTzLILL\SI®ays uold\avO\V3 aull ysny\vayoy\ysued TomI\ M wd ¢1:20 0z0z SO ‘Bny



940
920
900
880
860

16

OF

83

SHEET NO.

4

DRAFT-WORK IN PROCESS

00+L8y "VLS — AN HOLVW/| covas

, 0°L88

B3N

+8 /
o [
S [ 9/°988
< , \ 0°068

/
_zeesg s3one || ||
CR'LZ+62y SOAY xk 00°068
m\ £7T68

“
@m.u,mm,ﬁo\/u &,
| 0S°Z1+82+| *SOA3 ]

Kimley»Horn

TRUCK
UTILITIES

PVI ELEV: 880.96
430+00

PVI STA 431+51.82

\

8G°¢68
| 6v68

428+00

135.00° VC

| £5°968
_ G6°96€ :30A8 | 07968

PVL|STA: 427+50.00

ON STRUCTURE

— PROPOSED GUIDEWAY

98°868
07968

200
]
40

HHow u_:;u._

x ¢S'98+GZy S) ﬂ

426+00
FEET

—

—
—
—

Vi 900.
24+
24+
86.5
€6.5:
1.96

05°006

968
7 HHHuumm AMH 3

9¢ MH | T &

IN

—
I
—
LEV
A
4244
100
HORIZONTAL
20
VERTICAL

AD: 4.38%
K: 54.78
240.00° VC
50
10

N—
——

——

OINT

INT-S

STA: g
M ELEV: 901.96

GH
H-P
P
p!
SCALE

424+00

A7 ££°006
> — — wa lls £0
\ / 7 _F 1 evees 3one
ﬂ. [ I ZS'9v+eey :SoA8 /

_— T 8888
L1968 "30Ad

98's8+12¥ SOA3

£6'868
6v68

9Y°968
0v68

MG MCGRATH
ARCHITECTURAL
ON| STRUCTURE

GLASS AND
GLAZING

BRUCE VENTO
REGIONAL
TRAIL BRIDGE
TO REMAIN

ENGLISH ST
EXISTING
422+00

PROPOSED GUIDEWAY —/

» 8007

:{:,,,,,,,,,Jﬁ'/

SURFACES

£1°G68
0v68

MG MCGRATH

ARCHITECTURAL
135.00' VC

AD
ADI—2.82%
Kl 47.84

— T

PVI STA: 421+18.36
PVI ELEV: 894.78

LOW POINT ELEV: 895.15

LOW POINT STA: 420+87.23

SE05+0Ch 'SONE

89°G68
9'v68

420+00

3 3V 3d0D 068
_ _ $95'968 13 0'968

esteln Ad 9
g+t Ad | | | 1. v |3dod 3

| L6°G68
| G968

418+00

S2'G68
0°968

\ , ¥S'v68

0'v68

0.71%

416+00

£8'¢68
0'v68

/

LOW POINT ELEV: 8

)
F
3
135.00° VC
Tér

L9°C68
Y| lsced :30omd 068
SECLFCT BOAE

LOW POINT STA: 414

414+00

9L'¥68
0'v68

89168
1’768

412+00

64
6

02's68
9'v68

RUSH LINE BRT PROJECT
15% PLANS - 08/07/2020

! 21568
| 0568
|
|

RECONSTRUCTED
BRUCE VENTO

REGIONAL TRAIL
) ~
PR

[EX. GRADE —

9¢1'96¢ ‘13
9¢°0¢+60% |INd R
60+9€8 13 4 ©7'968

o W oy vy )

006°80--60v—d — g avi B
e /| b 8/avod 00 D 8°'G68
S1'96+80% {IAd p

410+00

© 8%°¢68

%a N 068
©Q |

D) o

1 0263 ur.>m, |

408+00

, ¥8'068
00+L0¥% VLS| ©oves
ANIT HOLVYNIN

Line

§
S

940
920
900
880
860

nosfuow-qoq Ag Bmp-g| joidupidTzLILL\SI®ayS UD|d\AQvO\V3 aull ysny\vayOoy\supd TomL\ M wo Z1:80 0z0Z +0 ‘Bny



Aug, 04 2020 08:14 am K:\TWC_Transit\RCRRA\Rush Line EA\CAD\Plan Sheets\11112_Plan_Prof 14.dwg By: bob.monjeau

n | SEE SHEET 34 FOR
HIGHWAY 36 STATION
it / SITE PLAN

GERVAIS AVE

RECONSTRUCTED

N ] —
EY l\ 'J»
47 /_t\x—\_,_,\ﬁ\,,/ 'L w\g
e .
- S /
'\,‘/‘n/\u\,—.w;j/ T la /
[ - — - - - - — -
|
/
> Y J— — —_ — —_— —_— —_— —_J
N /
[HIGHWAY—36—STATION | \ /
\. e I
cIry 7 l [
—— " |
MAPLEWOOD METRO TRANSIT IS NOT THE PLANNED
OWNER OR MANAGER OF THE PROPOSED
AN HIGHWAY 36 PARK—AND—RIDE, AND AN |
U — ALTERNATIVE OWNERSHIP COMMITMENT
N[ HAS NOT BEEN MADE AT THIS TIME. [
o |

COUNTY ROAD C E

GUIDEWAY
UNDER BRIDGE

\ oY BRUCE VENTO
REGIONAL TRAIL
i ONGOING COORDINATION oF
[ i | \ WITH CITY OF MAPLEWOOD MAPLEWOOD
AND METRO TRANSIT
I | \ HARVEST PARK SEE SHEET 35
| \ FOR HARVEST
PARK SITE PLAN
| \ FIRST T
\ EVANGELICAL &)
| FREE =
-
| — CHURCH §
—_
I
LOW POINT ELEV: 833.61 HIGH POINT ELEV: 906.13 LOW POINT ELEV, 902.96
LOW POINT STA: 4324+34.21 HIGH POINT |STA: 454+05.62 LOW POINT STA: 457+92.15
PVI_$TA: 431+51.82 PVI |STA: 434+50.00 PVl _STA: 443+18.32 PVl _STA: 454+18.36 PVI_STA: 457--68.36 PVI STA: 459+64.45
960 - PVI|ELEV: 880.96 PVl ELEV: 886.02 PWVI ELEV: 898.51 PVI ELEV: 906.42 PVI ELEV: 902.73 PVl ELEV: 903.72 960
(@) AD: 5.29% AD: 0.26% AD| 0.72% AD: 1.77% AD 56% AD: 0.25%
(@) K: 87.04 K: 523.42 K:|187.88 Ki 76.11 K g K: 542,57
+ 460.00" VC N 135.00" VC 135.00" VC 135.00" VC X 135.00" VC o
- ]
940 2 8 ¥, 8 %, 9| 940
N o3 e g2 i 8 Bl EN B8l S
Bl Qe QB oIS 1S Sl® 5& 98 ®l3 ©
}<_( ¥I§ < o 4|w Q»I_ ~l < i s ‘.I“‘ s <
o — A8 A5 A8 . A3 A8 L8
920 45 o & gic 4iE3 i 8& 8z _8g . 920
o g | | o o (i @ W@ <C
| | | | | =
L < I I I . . | 2
s EX. GRADE — A — % 0:50% A}
900 =z £ NI ] | 0.12% 1 ———+——— ———F— o ! 900
| i) _ \I ! P Il B ;;;—é‘_f ! Lot
| s | B S —— W =
T | e | | - ° =
Ob—~_ | _ VR Ao o -
880 ~ P— / o - 880
< a
= PROP. GRADE —/ é 8
Fat <t
860 3 = 860
3
28 g8 9B on  of g2 o o8 of  aR  oh 98 a8 g8 g8 ogR o8 o g8 or o8 o8 b g2 o o 2R g8 w 9B 98
< M n © 1o} — M © [o2] o = — S < ©0 o <
88 L 288 2|8 83 2|2 8% 22 88 22 23 22 2% 4 4 33 3 41 &S 33 38 33 &S = &S S &3 & &S 83
432400 434400 436400 438400 440400 442400 444400 446400 448400 450400 452400 454400 456400 458400 460400
DRAFT-WORK IN PROCESS
. SHEET NO.
Push o i Kimley»Horn 17
(7Y RUSH LINE BRT PROJECT
I . OF
e 15% PLANS - 08/07/2020 o102 0 N\
B 83
VERTICAL "
SCALE N FEET Consulting Group, Inc.




T s —
; Y P
5 P, L S

i, —x,

Vel ol . A P

e B .
d .

Vs S

[HIGHWAY 36 STATION|

.
Te—

\, /
— \ e |

| oy 7 l [
. oF  —r—— |
] ‘ - MAPLEWOOD

GUIDEWAY
UNDER BRIDGE

GERVAIS AVE

RECONSTRUCTED

oy BRUCE VENTO
| OF REGIONAL TRAIL
L MAPLEWOOD

| HARVEST PARK

FIRST T
EVANGELICAL &)
FREE =
CHURCH <
=

Aug, 04 2020 08:16 am K:\TWC_Transit\RCRRA\Rush Line EA\CAD\Plan Sheets\11112_Plan_Prof 14 NO PNR.dwg By: bob.monjeau

LOW POINT ELEV: 833.61 HIGH POINT ELEV: 90613 LOW PQINT ELEV, 902.96
LOW POINT STA: 4324+34.21 HIGH POINT |STA: 454+05.62 LOW POINT STA: 457+92.15
PVI_$TA: 431+51.82 PVI |STA: 434+50.00 PVl _STA: 443+18.32 PVl _STA: 454+18.36 PVI_STA: 457--68.36 PVI STA: 459+64.45
960 - PVI|ELEV: 880.96 PVl ELEV: 886.02 PWVI ELEV: 898.51 PVI ELEV: 906.42 PVI ELEV: 902.73 PVl ELEV: 903.72 960
(@) AD: 5.29% Al AD] 0.7 AD 7% AD % AD: 0.25%
(@) K: 87.04 K187 K K: 542,57
+ N 135.00" VC 135.00" VC o
~ sl o o o © © © Irey (@)
940 ™ e %o s o 2 o Dy %o T 940
N Ol ¢ o Ol Do Ol D o5 %l o
QIR Tt 3 Bt b 3e oS 2|3 pre)
<C i i ¥ ¥ Al i s <. <
920 » g g Sa ge S ge = 43 - 920
o g | | o o (i @ b o <C
| 3 | | | | =
g | | | | n
Ll S Ex cRAME | [ [ . —a— —1.05% | 0,50%
900 =z £ N ] | 0.12% 1 ———+——— ———F— o ~— 900
| i) \I P Il B ;;;—é‘_f ! Lot
| ad | 144% el =
T | | — 8 =
O=—_ I~ 1R A z —
880 ~ P I / o - 880
< a
= PROP. GRADE —/ é 8
Fat <t
860 3 = 860
8
28 a8 2B o o 2% & 28 ® 2 ;£ B Ow OB T OB ¥ O B oL ox OB O OB O o o oL g8
< M ['9} © 00 — e} iTo} © o (=} = - S < iTe} © M ol <
T I BB BB BB BB G Bg 83 B BB sg 38 53 38 58 35 58 S8 s 35 58 35 58 8% s 88 &l
432400 434400 436400 438400 440400 442400 444400 446400 448400 450400 452400 454400 456400 458400 460400
DRAFT-WORK IN PROCESS
. SHEET NO.
0 50 100 200 K I ) H
Push —_— MIEY»HOMM | 474
(7Y RUSH LINE BRT PROJECT
I . OF
e 15% PLANS - 08/07/2020 o 10 20 40
e = e [\ 83
VERTICAL "
SCALE N FEET Consulting Group, Inc.




—

- / L1
s I \ ) COSTCO
ELM STREET o i “J_i = GASOLINE
- T | l 2
| ] g |
~ ZI { z |
& IE b 3]
= (
[ I % <
Ly 12 | @ |
Ly I
5 I

NN

N | |
JE ||
I \
b
{ |
3
L I
S o \
< I |
- ;,  TRALL UNDERPASS
= W oo P | !
RCLAY STREE[' - i | ,l
—_ _ ~ | l
—_ - | I
- / N |
SO - : |
| RECONSTRUGTED BRUCE — /- — ags L
| VENTO REGIONAL TRAIL e il —-
- : N —_
- , \l\¢\ — 87+38
[
‘ CONNECT TO EXISTING TRAIL ~ g It |
| I ——
CONNECT TO EXISTING BRIDGE /)/* | | | l EXISTING BRUCE
/1 VENTO REGIONAL
[l H || TRAL BRIDGE 16
Ll , | I REMAN
\ \
/S/’ | ! \
MATCH LINE SEE SHEET 19
HIGH POINT ELEV: 904.58 LOW POINT ELEV: 904.17 HIGH POINT ELEV: 914,82 LOW| POINT ELEV:| 875.27
HIGH POINT|STA: 461+31.85LOW POINT STA: 4624-69.30 HIGH POINT STA: 467+435.79 LOW POINT STA: 485+14.19
PVl _STA: 461+18.36 PVI_STA: 463+39.21 PVI_STA: 467+32.31 PVI_STA: 472+33.52 PVl _STA: 479+88.52 PVl _STA: 484+64.36
960 | PVl ELEV: 904.88 PWVI [ELEV: 903.77 PVl [ELEV: 919.50 PVI ELEV: 900.02 3 PVI ELEV: 875.15 960
(& AD: 1.26% AD: 4.50% AD: 7.89% AD: 43% AD: 3%
w o K:1107.46 K: 39.96 K:60.22 0
=z + N 135.00" VC N 180.00" VC X N 475.00" VC X 135.00" VC ol
940 © 2 i g5 gk g o = Sho o 2ls 2o Bio 940
T '2|¥ bl +|§; +|B +|52' +|9' f'oi e ﬂgg ‘“_‘_lo' 2 S 2 ,'Q [e)lnd
O . 4B i B3 B3 58 b8 S8 a8 S 55 9
- I S Vg Sl i it it Hi s Sl Slyo&
T 4 aS g e gL g[S @[S @S i) alS prie} ge @
920 Swnl e S Sp S Sm \ Spe S S S o 4 o 920
o * | | | L | = b & - @ .
| | F ey ] |
| | e T —~— 5en |
Co7d% |4 cosoxl | o | |_ e T8 . g
900 | eV ST = / [l —o—-_ <k z 900
EX. GRADE —/ | S T — ~~k I 1 T ] =
4 T b = i NEA AN g
b PROP. GRADE —/ e < =
3 T N 1
880 é ﬂ‘s\ﬁ'\e__ —1 2207 \\ | N 880
5 = — I \ | lo.202”
= € T
g
860 2 860
['4
SR GO I oL S I O < A - < - R T <N R R > R
<+ <+ Sl© =} 2} aa <+ o~ o} - oo Si= b= © o < > o ~ © ©
83 3 &3 5% o3 > & S5 S &> = s 83 o2 >3 a2 52 SR 3% ©B 33 0@ 8% D D% P ©

00 484+00 486+00
DRAFT-WORK IN PROCESS

+
o
o
~
~
(04}
+
o
o
~
(0]
o
+
o
o
~
(00}
N
+

00 474+00 476

~
(o))
o
+

o
o
~
(o))
N
+

o
o
~
(e))
N
+

o
o
~
(o))
(&)
+

o
o
~
(0))
(0]
+
o
o
~
~
o
+
o
o
~
~
N
+

Aug, 04 2020 08:18 am K:\TWC_Transit\RCRRA\Rush Line EA\CAD\Plan Sheets\11112_Plan_Prof 15.dwg By: bob.monjeau

SHEET NO.

(? 50 100 2(?0 - )
rPush RUSH LINE BRT PROJECT ——— Kimley»Horn 15

lil?e 15% PLANS - 08/07/2020 o 10 20 w0 “{‘ I oF
83

VERTICAL K
SCALE IN FEET Consulting Group, Inc.




Aug, 04 2020 08:20 am K:\TWC_Transit\RCRRA\Rush Line EA\CAD\Plan Sheets\11112_Plan_Prof 16.dwg By: bob.monjeau

MATCH LINE SEE SHEET 18

// vl | I ;
(/ M | Binb——— |
\ (1)
/) |2
Vs | 3 | |
(L || @ K I |
N | ° FREEDOM VALUE |
(- | CENTER BP
\ | | | : N
/’J/“ || \ | | ST. JOHN’S PED CROSSING SIGN (:/ il ~ =
Y I | | BOULEVARD WITH RECTANGULAR e ) Ll
i | \ STATION RAPID FLASH BEACON ¢ %
N \> \L\ 0 ()]
1 AN - _ _ — - j-E:;:r"1————-—- — - - - == T — — — L
‘l HAZEIWWOOD ST—————— ——————————————— — — — —— — — 7 = — — g %
WIYED TRAFFIC — = - —— ———__ — 0
—— == |——=—— C_1 E ™ R
I l - | l l | ¢ R
l — )
Bl o It e [ 5
RAPID FLASH BEACON l L] l \ DD D\ ‘D '<_(
1! I
265 l _

272 / l
/
ST. JOHNS 223
HOSPITAL

-
g
=<
=2
A E
% CHAMBERLAIN ST —
(72}
| 'l g 0
MINNESOTA 1 s 223
ONCOLOGY | | l 270
B
I GERMAIN CT
| \ |
\ [l
| |'
I
- | e
| l" 3 AT
(I ] b U
<] ]
| 5 ;
| | \ | > ]
[ 2y \ i
fly \
Y
| ST. PAUL
| | EYE CLINIC i
I | : L | — -]
1 L
[ G NS j —

MATCH LINE SEE SHEET 20

DRAFT-WORK IN PROCESS

SHEET NO.

Kimley»Hor
rusl RUSH LINE BRT PROJECT . IMIEy»rorm |- 4
ll”e 15% PLANS - 08/07/2020 — F— “ {‘ I 80;

Consulting Group, Inc.




LINE SEE SHEET 19

MATCH

1
223 d I

MAPLEWOOD MALL

4 _ _—
=
ﬁ_\\

N
)
=4

i
\ ll
|8l
' Bl
| )
McDONALD'S | l ll
]
| \
P b L
a w
. Al
=z
\ g %l l
| = 1 ZI
| g
|> MARSHALLS l ||
SEE SHEET 36
| OLVE | |l FOR SITE PLAN
|
! CATHERINES JAKES ?ﬁ%ﬂq 1 l |1 MAPLEWOOD
GC,.\',EL | MALL TRANSIT
.J CENTER
1
DL
s ;= \
.
N al s , SR
((~—=—— =z —-Q@%°— - - - N | l ~ - - - —-- = - —_ T _ " 0 219
L T —— ===z — — — L L - ® — =71 265
272
‘ —— = J eewAE — 3
_________________________________ J I o
Tose T | r- -= - - T === 1 - - e - - - nE T T T T
;7272 il el — \ 4 l
| CHILI'S
/ GRILL
- : .
BAR
ALLINA I
PROPOSED HEALTH " AP[’E&OOD
BUS GUIDEWAY | URGENT INC. ROCKLER
CARE WOODWORKING
AND
HARDWARE
|

e
]
i

‘ ‘ DRAFT-WORK IN PROCESS

Aug, 04 2020 08:22 am K:\TWC_Transit\RCRRA\Rush Line EA\CAD\Plan Sheets\11112_Plan_Prof 17.dwg By: bob.monjeau

SHEET NO.

Kimley»Hor
/?2/4'/7 RUSH LINE BRT PROJECT e m ey). om | 2
e 15% PLANS - 08/07/2020 NG (S, — “ \‘ I o

Consulting Group, Inc.




/

| —— POTENTIAL FUTURE ' '

/
WORK BY MAPLEWOOD TOUSLEY ,
MOTORSPORTS | MIDWEST ART
& FRAME /
METRO SHEET
METAL
Y
BNSF Row R / /VE

BUERKLE ROAD
STATION

MATCH LINE SEE SHEET 19

CUMMINS SALES
AND SERVICE

EB 1-694
\/

WB 1-694

FUTURE BRUCE VENTO REGIONAL 5

TRAIL EXTENSION BY Ny
RAMSEY COUNTY s \

I\ '\‘

\§

LAND ‘N’ SEA a . r/
DISTRIBUTING \ = )
¢ N

GRANDMA’S
BAKERY

MATCH LINE SEE SHEET 31

HP EL:932.13 P EL930.36 HP-EL:931.39

980 HP—-STA:612+53.21 LP STA:615+89.58 HP STA'617+62.03 980
g[8 PVI+79.80 PVI:+97.26 PVI+25.79
al= EL1932.69 EL:930.18 EL:932.06 R PN
N K:64.74 K-70.44 K:44.26 D A
980 g° 225007 VC 100.00" Ve 200.00" VC il P 960
©| ] Pl A 9.7
N - - .00 Vvl
=|™'PvI:+94.66 o o | | 100
& Fio0i 50 = = [ 2 B
K:69,52 § § Ir;‘ N I 9 el I"?’ 2 I
125.00"Ve $ S to to % e
960 _280pve- P S A 5 i - 940
[~ | =3 oo SIS =0 ol [t +g
[ © | Al o —0.60% |no [Wof 0.82% N |6~ &<l
IS‘) B I PROP_GRADE >ﬁe"’ |//\\ T: _,./-»L—_..,_}:e 2o agl‘ 0%
940 Fg— g (€ SEG3—CIV-BRT) 7 < e e S = 370 —a— 920
[gs | om| 287% VA it alls
o> wo| ] / 2ls
| | P—— CE8Teos TWELE9H BUERKLE ROAD STATION &[S
b | —— , S
920 sl == — - SI-’ 200
~ — = N “\_/\ o
N L= EX
900 = GRADE 880
S o & o T v = o & ~ o g o N o @ ~ @ 0 2 & o 3 o > <+ |5 © & « | 3 o 3 N N = o |2 S
- - o < s ~ S S| o =] S| & o I~ TS < © ~ s S <o - [ N < [0 o X Sl - © - I~ O X
ggp B B¢ 5§ =& 8 & 3% s sy & &5 EF FF 8 &F EF F5 &F &F &5 &3 g
600+00 602+00 604+00 606+00 608+00 610+00 612+00 614+00 616+00 618+00 620+00 622+00

DRAFT-WORK IN PROCESS

Aug, 05 2020 01:38 pm H: \Projects\11000\11112\CAD_BIM\Plan\SEG3—CIV—PRF.dwg By: tborowicz

SHEET NO.

o oo Kimley»Horn 21

HORIZONTAL
— | .
e — A 83

VERTICAL R
SCALE IN FEET Consulting Group, Inc.

/l’ll.fﬁ RUSH LINE BRT PROJECT
Lirre 15% PLANS - 08/07/2020

\ 4




Aug, 04 2020 09:27 am H:\Projects\11000\11112\CAD_BIM\Plan\SEGX—CIV—PLAN.dwg By: tborowicz

/f\\ “\‘ \
. \ H B FULLER

) > RESERVE /
. B WHITE BEAR
N, LINGOLN

M
~
'_
L
7]
200+00 3 T
— e—— — 5 205+00 @

— —_ Yy

=S _— 210400 \ e e == == =

r- ® SESSuus e 215400 220+o!3— /.—.ﬁ == — 2
200400 -+ f - " n + + d 7]
Ll
=T— : u + + + + | ¥ u ' —| =

FANUM RD \ gy
\ ’ < BAT LANE AUTHORIZATION NS
UNDER REVIEW BY MNDOT "X B O
\ <
=

KWIK TRIP \

BARNETT

BUERKLE BUERKLE HONDA CHRYS\ER JEEP
HYUNDAI \

N | g -
l
l

, FUTURE BRUCE VENTO
REGIONAL TRAIL EXTENSION BY
| RAMSEY COUNTY
I
A /
BNSF ROW
Y-\

CENTERLINE
TRUCK & AUTO

e

ELITE IMPORTS

TUOFONG TOWING &
AUTOBODY

CRAFT \
\ POINT

\ LOFTECH \

I
MATCH LINE SEE SHEET 57 =

;. ——
N

——7 | DRAFT-WORK IN PROCESS

SHEET NO.

Kimley»Horn 22
ruslr RUSH LINE BRT PROJECT N o w0 am
Line 15% PLANS - 08/07/2020 % / I—%CFI “ :‘ = 80;

Consulting Group, Inc.




GENTRY
ACADEMY

\

\
VL \ -
SAK’S \
\ \ o \K "
B i\

- _—
//
— VADNAIS - - \
/ SPORTS CENTER \
/X UP TO 70 STALLS FOR PARK
AND RIDE TO BE DESIGNATED
LUTHER WHITE WITHIN THIS AREA A
BEAR SUBARU WHITE BEAR SEE_PAGE 37 FOR SITE PLAN—
ACURA — —
// — ?/
AUTONATION FORD
~— TWIN CITIES \ PEOPLES BANK WHITE BEAR LAKE
N ORTHOPEDICS \ MIDWEST
}_
Ll
L \ \/ COUNTY ROAD E
T - STATION
] A — — , —_—
b e e = = — = - ‘ — - — —
Nt i R — : - '
- "
4 —_ +— -
% /—’7 _‘._I_____ulnzf\r\____é,
5 | u ! _ ' \—75 -
__________ —— L\ BAT LANE AUTHORIZATION
Ik . - \ UNDER REVIEW BY MNDOT
}_
<[\
=

\

ENTERPRISE \
RENT-A—-CAR

BARNETT KIA

. v .
FUTURE LUTHER
CADILLAC DEALER

DANNY’S AUTO

N » SERVICIO

b THE BLACK
L \ SEA

WHITE BEAR FLORAL
SHOP & GREENHOUSE

_— 1 _ \ \ DRAFT-WORK IN PROCESS

Aug, 04 2020 09:28 am H:\Projects\11000\11112\CAD_BIM\Plan\SEGX—CIV—PLAN.dwg By: tborowicz

SHEET NO.

Kimley»Horn
oush RUSH LINE BRT PROJECT N | o ew = Y 23

ya/,/- 15% PLANS - 08/07/2020 / = ‘1 :‘ = 83

Consulting Group, Inc.




‘DEVOTED AUTO

“ WORKS &
\ 7 WHITE BEAR
RENTAL
BAT LANE AUTHORIZATION Q\“& 9%

UNDER REVIEW BY MNDOT

7 HOLVA

FUTURE BRUCE VENTO REGIONAL
TRAIL EXTENSION BY
RAMSEY COUNTY

GZ L133HS 335 NI

THE TRIKE SHOP

//

THE WATERS OF

SUMMIT MINI STORAGE
WHITE BEAR LAKE

/
AM=PM AUTO e
REPAIR

// /\/\
~ DRAFT-WORK IN PROCESS

Aug, 04 2020 09:29 am H:\Projects\11000\11112\CAD_BIM\Plan\SEGX—CIV—PLAN.dwg By: tborowicz

SHEET NO.

h’% RUSH LINE BRT PROJECT o QI ETEE Kimley»Horn | 24
15% PLANS - 08/07/2020 _Edmmzoum ‘1 :‘ = as

Consulting Group, Inc.




Aug, 04 2020 09:30 am H:\Projects\11000\11112\CAD_BIM\Plan\SEGX—CIV—PLAN.dwg By: tborowicz

vy

WHITE BEAR TERRACE PRECISE AUTO
APARTMENTS \ BODY

FRED'S MINNESOTA
WHOLESALE TIRE

. SNOWSPORTS

FUTURE BRUCE VENTO REGIONAL
TRAIL EXTENSION BY
RAMSEY COUNTY

WHITE BEAR LAKES

/\ PUBLIC WORKS

HI TEMPO

& WATERSPORTS BAT LANE AUTHORIZATION

SAPUTO DAIRY

FOODS

\ UNDER REVIEW WITH MNDOT

CEDAR AVENUE

STATION

\

WHITE BEAR LAKE \
SUPERSTORE

WHITE BEAR LAKE
BUICK & GMC

\\

CONTINENTAL /
AUTO SALES

\ —
\

_
TRAIL WILL BE EVALUATED IN THE ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT BUT
ONGOING COORDINATION WITH PROJECT PARTNERS WILL BE REQUIRED
_— TO DETERMINE FEASIBILITY OF THIS TRAIL SEGMENT, IDENTIFY
POTENTIAL SOURCES FOR THE NON—FEDERAL FUNDING SHARE AND

< / DEVELOP A MAINTENANCE PLAN PRIOR TO INCLUDING THE TRAIL
\)‘,\0@‘\ SEGMENT IN THE PROJECT SCOPE.

%
\
\

( A\

\

@
%
£
)

COMMUNITY OF CE
LUTHERAN CHURCI

HOLIDAY

_,\\

 ii—
—

MATCH LINE SEE SHEET 26

— / \ \
X \ /\) FT-WO\RK |N°5E129’%ESS
s RUSH LINE BRT PROJECT . Kimley»Horn | 25
Lire 15% PLANS - 08/07/2020 e ) oF
%/ HORIZONTAL ﬁgbi! 83




Aug, 04 2020 09:31 am H:\Projects\11000\11112\CAD_BIM\Plan\SEGX—CIV—PLAN.dwg By: tborowicz

—~

/ .

/ </‘\L\1;/,
- ///

///\_\i

WALSER POLAR
MAZDA

GOOSE LAKE

N\

"FUTURE BRUCE VENTO REGIONAL

TRAIL EXTENSION BY
RAMSEY COUNTY

Q] I~
N N
— —
Ll Ll
L L
T T
(%] n
L L
L L
(%] (]
L L
L= __ ____["BAT LANE AUTHORIZATION =z
e T ——— UNDER REVIEW BY MNDOT I
T T
2 =
< <
p p
WALSER POLAR GOOSE LAKE
CHEVROLET
\
b\
\ -
) _ /
VN
\ \
L\
\
\ \ \ DRAFT-WORK IN PROCESS
SHEET NO.
Kimley»Horn
Rush RUSH LINE BRT PROJECT » |cow = 4 2
Line 15% PLANS - 08/07/2020 / m— ‘1 " = o
< A 83
Consulting Group, Inc.




FUTURE BRUCE VENTO REGIONAL / \i 21 o
TRAIL EXTENSION BY ’f/;\ 6 %\
RAMSEY COUNTY N "%\ 7
© ~ > g \% ‘2\ - \a z
N ~ : 4
\
E ALIGNMENT AND GRADING MAY REQUIRE
Ll /c\\\m AGREEMENT FROM BNSF RAILROAD
T ~ X
» BAT LANE AUTHORIZATION TO BE R
Ll FURTHER COORDINATED WITH MNDOT “\\‘
LlJ —
n
WHITAKER STREET
Ll 1 STATION
Z
| 40
L ve)
O
O ~N
< —
= WELLS FARGO H
DRIVEWAY T
MGM WINE CLOSURE BOATWORKS COMMONS )
SAM THAI - 2° SpIRITS MEET MARKEI' APARTMENTS VETERANS Ll
CUSINE = IPS e MEMORIAL Lud
SALON E-CIG coST ARTISTE GREAT CL L
CHEVEUX _ FIREHOUSE - /TTERs SALON AVILA BEAUTY Lt
_— , LOUNGE w
%7?\ SERENITY NOW WHITE BEAR TACO JOHN'S =
HEALING CENTER JEWELERS
GOOSE LAKE ST. CROIX 5
KOWALSKI'S CLEANERS =
MARKET STARBUCKS <§(
980 PVl STA: 3374250 980
Pt STAT 354+15:00 PV ELEV: 931.50 PVl STA: 343465.00
L AD:1.00%7 PVI_ELEV: 978.42
K 1'09',1'5 AD: 1.15%
anh At A K: 87.00
960 <+ lm [ UETY T, 100.00°_ Ve 960
O - - — =
o= | | ol ol -
3 8l 8Ic) gl_: gl_: 8 3
2., Sl S|l L] L] d £
940 = FEm— e —  — 940
=1 2o o ol i fostY it olee. . | | - |
| _ =1 -0.50% ¥, . ¥, . 0.50% Pl Ml —0.50% X e .i w o572 ale | 4\ {+ et —————== T T
(I R — R i =g S = — "J'il_ et~ Bbey |~ ————F——— = —— ===~
Om ) s s A RS o &
920 S i e ey / ey - Ext 920
GRADE | 1 .
(€ SEG3—CIV—TH61 NB) —
WHITAKER STREET STATION
900 900
880 880
860 860
5 <@ =5 < N8 w3 28 =3 N8 ~3 3 ~« N R 0~ ~N 8  ofF b S 8 & Q 2 S 8 3 @ ~ & ) B >
5 3% &g 8% 8§ 8% 558 5% sz &% §g 8% 8§ §§ §g 88 & 8 g & 8 g 3 g 8 2 8 g 8 g 8
330+00 332+00 334+00 336+00 338+00 340+00 342+00 344+00 346+00 348+00 350+00 352+00 354+00 356+00 358+00 360+00
DRAFT-WORK IN PROCESS
SHEET NO.

Aug, 05 2020 03:04 pm H:\Projects\11000\11112\CAD_BIM\Plan\SEG3—CIV—PRF.dwg By: tborowicz

o o o i >
rush RUSH LINE BRT PROJECT > —— Kimley»Horn | 27

l me 15% PLANS - 08/07/2020 —— . ‘1 :‘ = BO;
e —

VERTICAL -
SCALE IN FEET Consulting Group, Inc.




Aug, 04 2020 10:07 am H: \Projects\11000\11112\CAD_BIM\Plan\SEGX—CIV—PLAN.dwg By: tborowicz

MATCH LINE SEE SHEET 27

N\
\THER TRAIL
(LAKE LINKS TRAIL)

\

JP FUNERAL
HOMES &
CREMATION

/\

\ PREFERRED
KITCHENS

RAMSEY COUNTY

COTRONEQ'S
\ WINE &
SPIRITS
US BANK

—~

\ ~
LIBRARY

x\ /

MATCH LINE SEE SHEET 29

DRAFT-WORK IN PROCESS

B )) SHEET NO.
rush RUSH LINE BRT PROJECT P 0w Kimley»Horn | 25
l e 15% PLANS - 08/07/2020 HoRZONTAL “ :‘ = 83

Consulting Group, Inc.




Aug, 04 2020 10:08 am H: \Projects\11000\11112\CAD_BIM\Plan\SEGX—CIV—PLAN.dwg By: tborowicz

MATCH LINE SEE SHEET 28

RS-

DOWNTOWN WHITE

%\

— /
T o NE \
o)
/(/@\ /1 \\ — \ \

\

e

ARBORS OF BEAR LAKE
REDENTS WHITE. BEAR STATION
\
~ -
BAGELS COLDWELL — \A)/ _—
BANKER - — - =
PIZZERIA BURNET /11 DRIVER - — R
W R _— NG NE _—
— T et BEAR TOWN -
[ \/ / HOG WASH — BAR & GRILL is2i=2 00/ \ —
\i\ . =385+ \ - = —
—— BNSF ROW . X 205+00
= . J— ~~ ) ‘ POTENTAL ]
PSSy = — e —— :
>\‘ 89:00 | Tt = 6 - — . _TRAFFIC SIGNAL _ -
W , - Esae——— e
— 390+00 __395+00
ILROAD — N
- ORTHODONTIC
PREMICR -~ Pt \ FREEDOM 3 CARE SPECIALSTS \ —
MANTOU GRILL ~ FRATTALLONE'S o, \ 2 \
% EVENT  ACE HARDWARE 2 E o, RUDY'S
< _l REDEYE GRILL
-2 BM\\{\\‘\ _
/
o
) 2
E)

A
\
_—

LAKESHORE \
PLAYERS INC

S
iy
e

N

v /K DRAFT-WORK INSEI::?&ESS
4sh RUSH LINE BRT PROJECT W | K'mley)):Hom 2
59, ) OF
5% PLANS - 08/07/2020 — m— “\‘H 83

Consulting Group, Inc.




- —\\ /)\\Q<
Y .

- 1
5 | Lol N N
a b g L | B B N
- 2NN ; | | I
2 3 g | |
: L : gk ﬁ | |
______ = 1 [ e e e I : |
— e @ —amRMEE —
—_— l I—_ 4}—— F -+ — — —FJ 1 — — T e e e e e e e e e e e e e T —_— -
| . ] =
E —4
: | : : 7 5 5 El--— £
° = = < |___ |
: _||_ P ——
| m— ( > .
|
| o —-- , ]
| I |
' - N == o |
T ThE———— |
| | IR |
B | IDAHO AVE E
_ __ l | —, | | _
! | ‘ | J | | | ‘ ‘
] L
| | | ‘ o ]
J— E | - - |_I
| | ] | £ L |
/ ‘ ‘ é DRAFT-WORK IN PROCESS
N SHEET NO.
Kimley»Horn 30
””.fb RUSH LINE BRT PROJECT 7 N 20 > R
Limre 15% PLANS - 08/07/2020 o /| “\‘I
LARPENTEUR AVENUE SIDEWALK IMPROVEMENTS AN e 83




MATCH LINE SEE SHEET 21

Aug, 04 2020 10:09 am H: \Projects\11000\11112\CAD_BIM\Plan\SEGX—CIV—PLAN.dwg By: tborowicz

ﬁ / | O / | =
- |
,/ | -- . &
{/I/ > J . | TUNDRA | ~
o COMPANIES )\:D
Jj \ : BUERKLE CIR =
| B o | [
| H
r\ | KUNO
[ 3 SERVICES
_ = ' q R
. | iy - o
KENNARD ST 3 % | A /
i - a NORTHERN DOOR L <N
w g $| COMPANY INC i,
— I | A
é | /éé \ :\\,/J’u
@ /.
MONKEY
£ | | e coor oo AR g -
] 8 ' | B%%UR%';EE)T;EC OFFICE SYSTEMS T o
| & DESIGN
El /(
13 - — N
| g C,> / / \/\;
| ~ /1
DRAFT-WORK IN PROCESS
SHEET NO.
- ))
Rush RUSH LINE BRT PROJECT s | Kimley»Horn | 3
l i/’e 15% PLANS - 08/07/2020 / ' ' ) oF
BUERKLE ROAD SIDEWALK IMPROVEMENTS HORIZONTAL k 83
Consulting Group, Inc.




Aug, 05 2020 01:33 pm H:\Projects\11000\11112\CAD_BIM\Plan\SEG1—OMF—PLAN.dwg By: tborowicz

' B I | - ' r,_>_ - — |
| METRO GREEN LINE | |
| | UNION DEPOT STATION |
Lo
FOURTH & |
SIBLEY PARK | LONERTOMN GREEN LINE LRT
|
| | | | | | COMMONS
| I | | |
I | | — - 3
| LOWERTOWN RAMP | | _ __
| LOWERTOWN LOFTS
| - ARTIST GOOPERATVE [N\ |
| UNION DEPOT | < N =
A & |8 N %
l o | = 7 <
] @ PROPOSED = &
(EZ CONSTRUCTION BY CITY | = %
| OF SAINT PAUL [
— _
| W L £ ~ e S S 1 | QO
x / | KELLOGG BLVD N @ |
’ D 4
I —— = T
/_ GATE A4 |
- ’\ , JEFFERSON LINES % ,
\ GATE A3 | [ _
\ HYATT PLACE o JEFFERSON LINES GATE A6 | —
s 77T~ | S
TRANSFORMER \I / \\ l ~— -_
\ | I N )
. LN "= ——_
= — — —
\ 2 SWITCHBOARD
RANSEY couw\ ) SERVICE CABINET NN
SOCIAL SERVICES ) / L - - UNION DEPOT STATION .
\ | UNION DEPOT BUS DECK PLATFORM |
\ / / GROUND CABINET (TYP.) CATE A2 |
1
\ ,7 OVERHEAD CHARGER (TYP.) ;EE/QSAUKREO‘SLAND BUS
| GATE_A1 GO ROCHESTER DIRECT MAYQ CLINIC SHUTTLE
- | METRO TRANSIT |
‘ \ ROUTE 3 |
— ROUTE 16
ROUTE 21
ROUTE 54 hE
Ny ROUTE 71
ROUTE 94 AMTRAK |
~ ROUTE 262 |
ROUTE 417
MVTA
_ ROUTE 480
— T———— ——  ROUTE 484 |
— - | ROUTE 489 —— |
“ — —
_ —_ T — _ —
— - _ _ - \\
_ - _ _ .
- _
—_ _ __ - _ __ __ -
—
SHEPARD RD T

DRAFT-WORK IN PROCESS

Pus/r
Line

RUSH LINE BRT PROJECT

15% PLANS - 08/07/2020

SITE

PLAN - UNION DEPOT

25 50 100
]

>

HORIZONTAL

SHEET NO.

Kimley»Horn 39

ORI I

Consulting Greup, Inc.




/

=35 5
_ /_/____’_______4
/ 35 g
//
/
\
\
\
\ﬁ
EAST METRO GARAGE /
OPERATIONS & MAINTENANCE
FACILITY
///
_— 5
—_— 3
—_— S
S
_— /
—
//
//// ///
—— //
// BNSF ROW //
- / -
- / -
-_— - / -
- /
-_— / -
- / -
/
/

DKFT-WORK IN PROCESS

Aug, 05 2020 01:35 pm H:\Projects\11000\11112\CAD_BIM\Plan\SEG1—OMF—PLAN.dwg By: tborowicz

Pus/r
Line

RUSH LINE BRT PROJECT

15% PLANS - 08/07/2020
SITE PLAN - EAST METRO GARAGE

0
I

25 50

100
]

HORIZONTAL

SHEET NO.

Kimley»Horn 33

ORI I

Consulting Greup, Inc.




]

a—

\, o
e S S

TN

~.,

RAIN GARDE|

.

Y \‘\*./‘\-‘_*4*4'4'4'

Y LIFT STATION
y \ MAINTENANCE
| ROAD
| ]

3 .

f {
PASSENGER DROP OFF
| '

\\I

I G
\ ﬁ CITY OF

i 5 MAPLEWOOD
¢ T
] TURN AROUND

T |

Voo

N

/s

TRUCK UTILITIES

PASSENGER DROP OFF —

MNDOT /
REMNANT
PARCEL

Aug, 04 2020 08:44 am K:\TWC_Transit\RCRRA\Rush Line EA\CAD\Plan Sheets\11112_Plan03.dwg By: bob.monjeau

rsuslr
Line

METRO TRANSIT IS NOT THE PLANNED OWNER OR
MANAGER OF THE PROPOSED HIGHWAY 36 |
PARK—AND—RIDE, AND AN ALTERNATIVE OWNERSHIP
COMMITMENT HAS NOT BEEN MADE AT THIS TIME.

CONNECT TO
EXISTING TRAIL HARVEST T
~
~ PARK

ACCESS TO PARK

ELEVATOR/STAIRS

GERVAIS AVENUE |
|
I

PLAZA/TRAILHEAD OPPORTUNITY
1

MNDOT
MATERIALS
TESTING
LABORATORY

|
DRAFT-W

ORK IN PROCESS

RUSH LINE BRT PROJECT

15% PLANS - 08/07/2020
SITE PLAN - HIGHWAY 36 STATION

Kimley»Horn

ORE

Consulting Group, Inc.

/ \ . 100
W HORIZONTAL

SHEET NO.

34

OF

83




Aug, 04 2020 08:46 am K:\TWC_Transit\RCRRA\Rush Line EA\CAD\Plan Sheets\11112_Plan06.dwg By: bob.monjeau

MNDOT
REMANENT
PARCEL

MNDOT
MATERIALS
TESTING
LABORATORY

X%

:

{

CITY OF /
MAPLEWOOD J/

A— A x.

[
METRO TRANSIT IS NOT THE PLANNED
OWNER OR MANAGER OF THE PROPOSED
HIGHWAY 36 PARK—AND—RIDE, AND AN
ALTERNATIVE OWNERSHIP COMMITMENT
HAS NOT BEEN MADE AT THIS TIME.

\

= |

\\
-o\

o)

CONNECT TO
EXISTING TRAIL ©

APPROX. AREA OF
POTENTIAL PARKING
LOT 1.70 AC.

40

———— ”’
\/G-\ _

—_—

ANN3AV SIVAY3D

|
=
NEY
Py
I

/ L]

ONGOING COORDINATION
WITH CITY OF MAPLEWOOD
AND METRO TRANSIT

PROVIDE ACCESS
TO EXISTING TRAIL

o
|

NI

| BARCLAY STREET

BARCLAY STREET

ANN3AV INVIX3S

[ T INNIAVSWAEIDT |7

Y

CITY OF
MAPLEWOQOD

- -

ANN3AV SHO0¥E

HARVEST PARK
29.30 AC.

BARCLAY STREET

i W

‘ DRAFT-WORK IN PROCESS

Consulting Group, Inc.

KimleypHorn | ==
/A’il.f/l RUSH LINE BRT PROJECT W y. 35
I”e HIGHWAY 36 STATION1 ggl\?éég'ls' _ I(-)Ii\/l('\)’(//ég?l'oPARK CONTEXT PLAN SCALE “ k‘ I 83




Aug, 04 2020 08:47 am K:\TWC_Transit\RCRRA\Rush Line EA\CAD\Plan Sheets\11112_Plan05.dwg By: bob.monjeau

METRO TRANSIT

NE
muu%ggoﬁ&mém PASSENGER
DROP OFF
¢
customerRwaTNe | ¥
l ©
| ‘
| y il
| CU N
[ b\ % A AN
N VoA N
CLOSE SOUTH ACCESS, BUT \:/ @‘Y/\ N
RETAIN FUNCTIONALITY FOR USE = v N® AN
IN SPECIAL CIRCUMSTANCES J . N
I i W
| ZN y
| v
| 0 i —_
EI_,>’__|—> > ) l \
| \(Aﬁj’) . PARKING —
| 3 7 DRAFT-WORK IN PROCESS
Kimley»Horn | 55
36
Push RUSH LINE BRT PROJECT 7N ; a
Limre 15% PLANS - 08/07/2020 \ orm / o “ {‘ I

SITE PLAN - MAPLEWOOD MALL TRANSIT STATION

Consulting Group, Inc.

83




Aug, 05 2020 01:36 pm H:\Projects\11000\11112\CAD_BIM\Plan\SEG1—OMF—PLAN.dwg By: tborowicz

AUTONATION

COUNTY RD £ —m—0m78 ———

|

UP TO 70 STALLS FOR PARK
AND RIDE TO BE DESIGNATED

WITHIN THIS AREA

GENTRY
ACADEMY

|
| | I |
— J
— .
, REVOLUTION
SAK'S SPORTS SPORTS
BAR
NC

PEOPLES BANK

I
I
I MIDWEST
[ 5 I
| \
I |
I |
I
— 1 U L _
R
|
VADNAIS SPORTS
CENTER
TWIN CITIES
ORTHOPEDICS
//
/
/

/
A

/ DRAFT-WORK IN PROCESS

Rush RUSH LINE BRT PROJECT s K'm'eW:)Hom 37
l e 15% PLANS - 08/07/2020 W —— H k‘ =

SITE PLAN - COUNTY ROAD E PARK AND RIDE

Consulting Greup, Inc.

83




EXISTING

ROBERT STREET
€
VAR. , VAR.
g , 10.0° 10.0° 9.0 10.0° 10.0° s ,
| WALK SB THRU SB THRU ™ LT/RT TURN NB THRU NB THRU WALK ;
|
! |
! |
|
| |
|
| | EX
} | BLDG
[ B s s oot S 7
e et |
! |
EX | \
BLDG \ Exe !
EX
C&G EXISTING TYPICAL SECTION
ROBERT STREET - 7TH STREET TO 9TH STREET
PROPOSED
ROBERT STREET
¢
VARIES VARIES
| 10.0-13.0° 12.0° 10.0° 10.0° 12.0° 8.0’ 10.0-13.0° |
| WALK SB BAT LANE SB THRU NB THRU NB BAT LANE PARKING WALK |
| |
| |
| |
| VAR VAR |
‘ 2.0'-5.0' 2.0'-5.0' |
\
I | EX
| | BLDG
L 1
| S - CCCCCCCCCCCICIIIIIIICCCCICCCCo----———————o—7] ‘
| |
| |
EEDG ! PROP |_PROP |
C&G C&G
PROPOSED TYPICAL SECTION

ROBERT STREET - 7TH STREET TO 9TH STREET

DRAFT-WORK IN PROCESS

Aug, 04 2020 10:59 am H:\Projects\11000\11112\CAD_BIM\Plan\SEGX—CIV—TYP.dwg By: tborowicz

SHEET NO.

Push RUSH LINE BRT PROJECT e Kimley»Horn | 54
Line o e cara = "CRFIS

Consulting Group, Inc.




Aug, 04 2020 10:59 am H:\Projects\11000\11112\CAD_BIM\Plan\SEGX—CIV—TYP.dwg By: tborowicz

EXISTING

ROBERT STREET
¢

! VAR. ) ) ’ ) ) VAR. |

L_10.0:_13.0.____ 100 ___ . 100 9.0 el WO ____,. 100 e 100'-13.0°

{ WALK SB THRU SB THRU [ LT/RT TURN NB THRU NB THRU WALK }

‘ \

‘ \

| |

‘ ‘ EX

‘ \

| ‘ BLDG

T """"""""""" T———————--—-—----C-CCCTCCCCTICCITCCCCITCCICTTC---Too-——-———-1 T T T T T T T 7‘

| \ |

|
BLoG ‘ \ S |

EX e EXISTING TYPICAL SECTION
ROBERT STREET - 9TH STREET TO | ITH STREET
PROPOSED
ROBERT STREET
¢
VARIES VARIES

; 10.0'-13.0° 12.0° 10.0 10.0 12.0' 8.0’ 10.0'=13.0’ '

| WALK SB BAT LANE SB THRU NB THRU NB BAT LANE PARKING WALK ‘

| |

| |

} VAR VAR }

2.0'=5.0° 2.0'-5.0°

} } EX

| | BLDG

} :I::E::::::Z::::::Z:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::ZI:L‘[T }

| |
EX | |
BLoG | o cag |

PROPOSED TYPICAL SECTION
ROBERT STREET - 9TH STREET TO | ITH STREET
DRAFT-WORK IN PROCESS
Kimley»Horn | =g
Joush RUSH LINE BRT PROJECT o 25 5 10 y 39
— OF
Line 15% PLANS - 08/07/2020 - ‘1 :‘ =

TYPICAL SECTIONS

Consulting Group, Inc.

83




Aug, 04 2020 10:59 am H:\Projects\11000\11112\CAD_BIM\Plan\SEGX—CIV—TYP.dwg By: tborowicz

¢ SB GREEN
LINE LRT

¢ SB GREEN
LINE LRT

¢ NB GREEN ROBERT STREET
LINE LRT ¢
VARIES

15.5’ 15.5' , ,
—_—— ———f——10.0'-25.0'———
SB THRU LANE NB THRU LANE WALK

\EX
|J—:X\EX C&G

WALL C&G
EXISTING TYPICAL SECTION
ROBERT STREET - 12TH STREET TO 14TH STREET

¢ NB GREEN ROBERT STREET
LINE LRT ¢
15.5' 15.5' VARIES
~——— SB MIXED f=—— NB MIXED ———=—10.0"-25.0'——
TRAFFIC LANE TRAFFIC LANE WALK

\EX
|JX\EX cac

WALL G4 bR OPOSED TYPICAL SECTION
ROBERT STREET - 12TH STREET TO 14TH STREET

DRAFT-WORK IN PROCESS

rush RUSH LINE BRT PROJECT s K""'eY):)Hom 40
Line 15% PLANS - 08/07/2020 = “ \l =

TYPICAL SECTIONS

Consulting Group, Inc.

83




Aug, 04 2020 10:59 am H:\Projects\11000\11112\CAD_BIM\Plan\SEGX—CIV—TYP.dwg By: tborowicz

14TH STREET
€

BEE)(G EX EX
ROW , , , , ROW
3 . 8.0 16.0 16.0 10.7 .
WALK BLVD SB THRU LANE NB THRU LANE WALK

| |

| |

| |

| |

|JX L EX
C&G C&G
EXISTING TYPICAL SECTION
[4TH STREET - ROBERT STREET TO JACKSON STREET
EX 14TH STREET EX
BLDG REO@ VARIES ¢ VARIES RO,W
3 . N 16.0'-19.0° 13.0'-16.0' 14.0'
WALK BLVD SB MIXED NB MIXED PLATFORM
TRAFFIC LANE TRAFFIC LANE
|
|

|

| |

| |

] [—= N E— ‘

—22%;4 |*10" PLATFORM
PROPOSED TYPICAL SECTION

[4TH STREET - ROBERT STREET TO JACKSON STREET

DRAFT-WORK IN PROCESS

ush RUSH LINE BRT PROJECT s K""'eY):)Hom 4
Line 15% PLANS - 08/07/2020 = “ \l =

TYPICAL SECTIONS

Consulting Group, Inc.

83




Aug, 04 2020 10:59 am H:\Projects\11000\11112\CAD_BIM\Plan\SEGX—CIV—TYP.dwg By: tborowicz

3.0

/’ BLVD
5.0° 7.0'

™ WALK BIKE LANE ™|

\

C&G

JACKSON

1.0’

SB THRU LANE

STREET

1.0’
NB THRU LANE

|~ BIKE LANE |

7.0’

EXISTING TYPICAL SECTION

I

8.0’

JACKSON STREET - UNIVERSITY AVENUE TO MT. AIRY STREET STATION

3.0

/’ BLVD
5.0’

5. 7.0 |
WALK BIKE LANE

\

C&G

JACKSON

1.0
~— SB MIXED —
TRAFFIC LANE

STREET

1.0
=~ NB MIXED —=
TRAFFIC LANE

. 70 |
BIKE LANE

PROPOSED TYPICAL SECTION

8.0’
PARKING

PARKING |

5.5 __|
WALK

\

C&G

. 55 |
WALK

JACKSON STREET - UNIVERSITY AVENUE TO MT. AIRY STREET STATION

\

C&G

DRAFT-WORK IN PROCESS

rush RUSH LINE BRT PROJECT s K""'eY):)Hom 42
Line 15% PLANS - 08/07/2020 = “ \l =

TYPICAL SECTIONS

Consulting Group, Inc.

83




Aug, 04 2020 10:59 am H:\Projects\11000\11112\CAD_BIM\Plan\SEGX—CIV—TYP.dwg By: tborowicz

EX JACKSON STREET EX
ROW o ¢ ROW
‘ BLVD 30
fotete 80 70 I omoe A omo | 70 _| = 80 BLWD 55
| WALK BIKE LANE SB THRU LANE NB THRU LANE BIKE LANE PARKING WALK |
| EX
FENCE
y | |
FENCE\ |
|
EXISTING TYPICAL SECTION
JACKSON STREET - MT. AIRY STREET STATION
EX JACKSON STREET EX
ROW ¢ ROW
14.0° . 70 . Mo . ne . 70 140 |
SB PLATFORM ~1[BIKE LANE SB THRU LANE NB THRU LANE BIKE LANE ™|~ NB PLASFORM B
| |
PROPOSED ‘ ‘
FENCE
| |
| |
I
]
10" PLATFORM 107 PLATFORM RETANING WALL
PROPOSED TYPICAL SECTION
JACKSON STREET - MT. AIRY STREET STATION
DRAFT-WORK IN PROCESS
K_ I » H SHEET NO.
imiey»rorn
Joush RUSH LINE BRT PROJECT o 25 5 10 y 43
Line 15% PLANS - 08/07/2020 - “ l‘ = oF
TYPICAL SECTIONS A 83
Consulting Group, Inc.




EXISTING EXISTING
PHALEN BLVD SB PHALEN BLVD NB
&
12.0° 10.0° 6.0° 11.0' 12.0° 16.0° 12.0°
TRAIL BLVD SHLD SB LANE SB LANE MEDIAN NB LANE NB LANE
EXISTING TYPICAL SECTION
PHALEN BOULEVARD - OLIVE STREET TO CAYUGA STREET
EXISTING EXISTING
PHALEN BLVD SB PHALEN BLVD NB
&
12.0° 10.0° 15.0° 14.0° 16.0° 14.0°
TRAIL BLVD SB BRT LANE SB LANE MEDIAN NB LANE
PROPOSED TYPICAL SECTION

PHALEN BOULEVARD - OLIVE STREET TO CAYUGA STREET

DRAFT-WORK IN PROCESS

Aug, 04 2020 08:49 am K:\TWC_Transit\RCRRA\Rush Line EA\CAD\Plan Sheets\11112_Typ 01.dwg By: bob.monjeau

Kimley»Horn | .,
rysh RUSH LINE BRT PROJECT o EYPTIOM | 44
Lire 15% PLANS - 08/07/2020 - “ {‘ I oF

TYPICAL SECTIONS

Consulting Group, Inc.

83




Aug, 04 2020 08:49 am K:\TWC_Transit\RCRRA\Rush Line EA\CAD\Plan Sheets\11112_Typ 02.dwg By: bob.monjeau

EXISTING EXISTING

PHALEN BLVD SB PHALEN BLVD NB Ex
¢ ROW
12.0° 10.0° 6.0' 11.0° 12.0° 16.0° 12.0° 11.0° 6.0'
TRAIL BLVD SHLD SB LANE SB LANE MEDIAN NB LANE NB LANE SHLD
\
\
\
\
\
\
EXISTING TYPICAL SECTION
PHALEN BOULEVARD - CAYUGA STREET TO PAYNE AVENUE
EXISTING EXISTING
PHALEN BLVD SB PHALEN BLVD NB Ex
¢ ROW
12.0° 10.0° 15.0° 14.0° 16.0° 12.0° 10.0° 12.0°
TRAIL BLVD SB BRT LANE SB LANE MEDIAN NB LANE NB LANE NB BRT LANE
\
\
\
\
1] \
\
PROPOSED TYPICAL SECTION

PHALEN BOULEVARD - CAYUGA STREET TO PAYNE AVENUE

DRAFT-WORK IN PROCESS

Kimley»Horn | 5
rus/lr RUSH LINE BRT PROJECT 0 3.5 o

Line

15% PLANS - 08/07/2020
TYPICAL SECTIONS

ORE

Consulting Group, Inc.

83




Aug, 04 2020 08:50 am K:\TWC_Transit\RCRRA\Rush Line EA\CAD\Plan Sheets\11112_Typ 03.dwg By: bob.monjeau

EXISTING EXISTING
PHALEN BLVD SB PHALEN BLVD NB
ROW
12.0° 10.0° 14.0’ 14.0’ 17.0' 12.0' 11.0' 5.0’
TRAIL BLVD SB LANE SB LANE MEDIAN NB LANE NB LANE SHLD
|
|
|
|
|
|
EXISTING TYPICAL SECTION
PHALEN BOULEVARD - PAYNE AVENUE TO NEID LANE
PROPOSED PROPOSED
PHALEN BLVD DEDICATED GUIDEWAY
€ ¢ EX
ROW
12.0' 10.0' 13.0' 10.0' 12.0' 13.0' 13.0' 13.0'
TRAIL BLVD SB BRT LANE SB LANE SB LANE MEDIAN NB BRT LANE NB LANE
|
|
|
|
— = —]
|
|
PROPOSED TYPICAL SECTION
PHALEN BOULEVARD - PAYNE AVENUE TO NEID LANE
DRAFT-WORK IN PROCESS
N SHEET NO.
Kimley»Horn 46
Puslr RUSH LINE BRT PROJECT o 3 s
Linre 15% PLANS - 08/07/2020 | | D i
N SCALE [\

TYPICAL SECTIONS

Consulting Group, Inc.

83




EXISTING EXISTING
o PHALEN BLVD SB PHALEN BLVD NB

ROW ¢ ¢ EX
ROW
12.0' 10.0’ 6.0 1.0 1.0 6.0
‘ TRAIL BLVD SHLD SB LANE NB LANE SHLD
| |
|
|
| |
|
|
| |
|
EXISTING TYPICAL SECTION
PHALEN BOULEVARD - ON STRUCTURE EAST OF ARCADE STREET
33.0'
30.0' GUIDEWAY
PROPOSED
o0 DEDICATED GUIDEWAY o
. SHLDR. "o ¢ "o SHLDR. s
LEVEL ‘ B BRT NB BRT ‘ TEVEL
|
| |
Ex EXISTING EXISTING
PHALEN BLVD SB PHALEN BLVD NB
ROW ¢ ¢ EX
ROW
12.0 2.0' 44.0-51.0' 6.0’ 1.0 1.0 6.0’
‘ TRAIL LR BLVD SHLD SB LANE NB LANE SHLD
| |
|
|
| |
|
|
| |
PROPOSED TYPICAL SECTION

PHALEN BOULEVARD - ON STRUCTURE EAST OF ARCADE STREET

DRAFT-WORK IN PROCESS

Aug, 04 2020 08:50 am K:\TWC_Transit\RCRRA\Rush Line EA\CAD\Plan Sheets\11112_Typ 04.dwg By: bob.monjeau

SHEET NO.

Kimley»Horn
rush RUSH LINE BRT PROJECT o s o A I
Line 5 s oo == _RC I

Consulting Group, Inc.




Aug, 04 2020 08:50 am K:\TWC_Transit\RCRRA\Rush Line EA\CAD\Plan Sheets\11112_Typ 04A.dwg By: bob.monjeau

EXISTING

ARCADE ST.
BR 62062
2
1'4‘| 7.5 5.8’ 11.2° 11.2° 11.2° 11.2° 5.8' 7.5' ,1'4‘
WALK SHLD. LANE LANE LANE LANE SHLD. WALK
EX REMOVE EXISTING EX
ROW FENCE, BARRIER, ROW
& SIDEWALK
V
I ?/ I
| VI |
| |
I I
I I
| |
— M M ——
EXISTING TYPICAL SECTION
ARCADE STREET - ON STRUCTURE
EXISTING
ARCADE ST.
BR 62062
&
1'4’| 7.5 5.8 11.2° 11.2° 11.2° 11.2° 5.8 8.8'
WALK SHLD. LANE LANE LANE LANE SHLD. WALK
EX EX
ROW ) ) ROW
| |
I I
I I
| |
/—%EPRROPOSED
[ / [
I I
—/ — — v v
PROPOSED TYPICAL SECTION
ARCADE STREET - ON STRUCTURE
CONNECTION TO PHALEN BOULEVARD DEDICATED GUIDEWAY
DRAFT-WORK IN PROCESS
- SHEET NO.
Push Kimley»Horn 48
(74 RUSH LINE BRT PROJECT o 3 s
- t | D OF
l[”e 15% PLANS - 08/07/2020 - N\

TYPICAL SECTIONS

Consulting Group, Inc.

83




EX PIER
EX / EXISTING EX

ROW PHALEN BLVD ROW
¢
6.0’ 12.0° 5.0 6.0 17.0’ 17.0° 6.0 6.0
TRAIL BLVD SHLD SB LANE NB LANE SHLD
2.1
BLVD
EX FENCE
\ /EX PIER
A /EX FENCE
| |
| |
EXISTING TYPICAL SECTION
PHALEN BOULEVARD - FOREST STREET UNDERPASS
PROP EX
ROW ROW EX
PROPOSED PROPOSED ROW
DEDICATED GUIDEWAY PHALEN BLVD
0} . z.o'* 0}
2.0, 12.0° ) 2.4 6.0' 13.0 13.0 14.0 14.0 2.0° 6.0'
*: TRAIL ; ™ BLVD SB BRT LANE NB BRT LANE SB LANE NB  LANE BLVD
PROP FENCE
N
| I
| I /EX FENCE
| I ]
| | |
|
PROPOSED TYPICAL SECTION

PHALEN BOULEVARD - FOREST STREET UNDERPASS

DRAFT-WORK IN PROCESS

Aug, 04 2020 08:51 am K:\TWC_Transit\RCRRA\Rush Line EA\CAD\Plan Sheets\11112_Typ 05.dwg By: bob.monjeau

SHEET NO.

Kimley»Horn
rush RUSH LINE BRT PROJECT o s o At I
Line 5 s oo == _RC I

Consulting Group, Inc.




Aug, 04 2020 08:51 am K:\TWC_Transit\RCRRA\Rush Line EA\CAD\Plan Sheets\11112_Typ 06.dwg By: bob.monjeau

X
ROW
5.0 12.0°
TRAIL
|
!
|
|
I
X
ROW
5.0 12.0°
TRAIL

APPROX. 85.1"

APPROX. 55.0° { |
| /lfzx PIER

EXISTING
PHALEN BLVD NB
¢
21.0° 1.0 9.0’ 17.0° 17.0' 8.0’
BLVD TRAIL BLVD SB LANE NB LANE BLVD
EXISTING TYPICAL SECTION
PHALEN BOULEVARD - EARL STREET UNDERPASS
APPROX. 55.0’ | I APPROX. 85.1"
| /I,zx PIER
PROPOSED
DEmCAWI&GU@EWAY EXISTING
PHALEN BLVD NB
¢
12.0 13.0° 13.0° 10.0' 17.0° 17.0' 8.0°
TRAIL SB BRT LANE [ NB BRT LANE BLVD SB LANE NB LANE BLVD
|
] ZID’I‘ 6.0’
— T * T

PROPOSED TYPICAL SECTION
PHALEN BOULEVARD - EARL STREET UNDERPASS

/EX PIER

EX
ROW

/EX #‘ENCE

/EX PIER

EX
ROW

/EX #‘ENCE

DRAFT-WORK IN PROCESS

Kimley»Horn | " =q
Rysh RUSH LINE BRT PROJECT i eypriom | so
Lire 15% PLANS - 08/07/2020 - “ {‘ I oF

TYPICAL SECTIONS

Consulting Group, Inc.

83




Aug, 04 2020 08:51 am K:\TWC_Transit\RCRRA\Rush Line EA\CAD\Plan Sheets\11112_Typ 07.dwg By: bob.monjeau

EXISTING EXISTING

PHALEN BLVD SB PHALEN BLVD NB
EX ¢ ¢
ROW
12.0° VARIES 6.0' 12.0° 0.0'-16.0’ 12.0° 0.0'-11.0 6.0
TRAIL BLVD SHLD SB LANE MEDIAN NB LANE NB LANE SHLD
[
[
[
[
[
[
EXISTING TYPICAL SECTION
PHALEN BOULEVARD - ARCADE STREET TO JOHNSON PARKWAY
PROPOSED EXISTING EXISTING
DEDICATED GUIDEWAY PHALEN BLVD SB PHALEN BLVD NB
EX ¢ ¢ ¢
ROW
12.0° VARIES 13.0° 13.0° VARIES 6.0’ 12.0' 0.0'-16.0' 12.0' 0.0'-11.0° 6.0'
TRAIL BLVD SB BRT LANE NB BRT LANE BLVD SHLD SB LANE MEDIAN NB LANE NB LANE SHLD
[
[
[
[
|
‘ D —T
[
PROPOSED TYPICAL SECTION

PHALEN BOULEVARD - ARCADE STREET TO JOHNSON PARKWAY

EX
ROW

EX
ROW

DRAFT-WORK IN PROCESS

Kimley»Horn | =,
Rysh RUSH LINE BRT PROJECT i ey>rio 51
Lire 15% PLANS - 08/07/2020 - “ {‘ I oF

TYPICAL SECTIONS

Consulting Group, Inc.

83




Aug, 04 2020 08:51 am K:\TWC_Transit\RCRRA\Rush Line EA\CAD\Plan Sheets\11112_Typ 08.dwg By: bob.monjeau

1.4’

50.4°

2.0°
SHLDR.

12.0°

1.5'LEVEL

2.0'
SHLDR.

4.0’

30.0" GUIDEWAY

PROPOSED
DEDICATED GUIDEWAY

11.0' 11.0'

4.0’

1.5'

LE-\/EL

SHARED USE PATH

SHLDR.

SB BRT NB BRT

SHLDR.

J

DIJE XL XX

PROPOSED TYPICAL SECTION

T T

LE-\/EL

PHALEN BOULEVARD/BRUCE VENTO REGIONAL TRAIL - JOHNSON PARKWAY BRIDGE

DRAFT-WORK IN PROCESS

Kiml ))H rn SHEET NO.
rush RUSH LINE BRT PROJECT o s o A I
Line S BN




EXISTING
BRUCE VENTO

EX REGIONAL TRAIL EX
ROW ¢ ROW
0.0'712.0’4_
TRAIL
\ ‘ \
\ \
\ \
\ \
\ \
\ \
EXISTING TYPICAL SECTION

BRUCE VENTO REGIONAL TRAIL - JOHNSON PARKWAY TO LARPENTEUR AVENUE

PROPOSED
DEDICATED GUIDEWAY
EX ¢ EX
ROW ROW
12.0' VARIES 13.0' 13.0'
TRAIL BLVD SB BRT LANE NB BRT LANE

PROPOSED TYPICAL SECTION
BRUCE VENTO REGIONAL TRAIL - JOHNSON PARKWAY TO LARPENTEUR AVENUE

DRAFT-WORK IN PROCESS

Aug, 04 2020 08:52 am K:\TWC_Transit\RCRRA\Rush Line EA\CAD\Plan Sheets\11112_Typ 09.dwg By: bob.monjeau

= )) SHEET NO.
rrysh RUSH LINE BRT PROJECT C s Kimley»Horn | 53

Limre 15% PLANS - 08/07/2020 I—%ALE—I “ {‘ I oF
TYPICAL SECTIONS - 83
Consdtng(;ml.p,lnr.




EXISTING
BRUCE VENTO

EX REGIONAL TRAIL EX
ROW ¢ ROW
0.0'712.0’4_
TRAIL
[ ‘ [
[ [
[ [
[ [
[ [
[ [
EXISTING TYPICAL SECTION

BRUCE VENTO REGIONAL TRAIL - LARPENTEUR AVENUE TO TH 36

PROPOSED
DEDICATED GUIDEWAY
EX o} EX
ROW ROW
13.0' 13.0' VARIES 12.0'
SB BRT LANE NB BRT LANE BLVD TRAIL

PROPOSED TYPICAL SECTION
BRUCE VENTO REGIONAL TRAIL - LARPENTEUR AVENUE TO TH 36

DRAFT-WORK IN PROCESS

Aug, 04 2020 08:52 am K:\TWC_Transit\RCRRA\Rush Line EA\CAD\Plan Sheets\11112_Typ 10.dwg By: bob.monjeau

SHEET NO.

Kimley»Horn
rush RUSH LINE BRT PROJECT o s o e B
Line 5 s oo == _RC I

Consulting Group, Inc.




Aug, 04 2020 08:52 am K:\TWC_Transit\RCRRA\Rush Line EA\CAD\Plan Sheets\11112_Typ 11.dwg By: bob.monjeau

33.0'

10.0+ 14.3'
30.0' GUIDEWAY
PROPOSED EXISTING
4.0 DEDICATED GUIDEWAY 4.0 BRIDGE 62004
. ¢ - &
1.5 SHLDR. 1.0 1.0 SHLDR. 1.5° 1.2'—~ 6.0'——1~——6.0"
LEVEL SB BRT NB BRT LEVEL
| |
| |
PROPOSED TYPICAL SECTION

BRUCE VENTO REGIONAL TRAIL - TH 36 BRIDGE

—1.2'

/EX PEDESTRIAN BRIDGE

DRAFT-WORK IN PROCESS

Kimley»Horn | ==
rush RUSH LINE BRT PROJECT e €y»>Ho 55
Lire 15% PLANS - 08/07/2020 - “ {‘ I oF

TYPICAL SECTIONS

Consulting Group, Inc.

83




EXISTING
BRUCE VENTO

EX REGIONAL TRAIL EX
ROW ¢ ROW
0.0'712.0’4_
TRAIL
[ ‘ [
[ [
[ [
[ [
[ [
[ [
EXISTING TYPICAL SECTION

BRUCE VENTO REGIONAL TRAIL - TH 36 AVENUE TO BEAM AVENUE

PROPOSED
DEDICATED GUIDEWAY
EX o} EX
ROW ROW
13.0' 13.0' VARIES 12.0'
SB BRT LANE NB BRT LANE BLVD TRAIL

PROPOSED TYPICAL SECTION
BRUCE VENTO REGIONAL TRAIL - TH 36 TO BEAM AVENUE

DRAFT-WORK IN PROCESS

Aug, 04 2020 08:53 am K:\TWC_Transit\RCRRA\Rush Line EA\CAD\Plan Sheets\11112_Typ 12.dwg By: bob.monjeau

SHEET NO.

Kimley»Horn
rush RUSH LINE BRT PROJECT o s o At I
Line 5 s oo == _RC I

Consulting Group, Inc.




Aug, 04 2020 08:53 am K:\TWC_Transit\RCRRA\Rush Line EA\CAD\Plan Sheets\11112_Typ 12A.dwg By: bob.monjeau

EX
ROW

EX
ROW

EXISTING EXISTING
BRUCE VENTO BEAM AVE ACCESS
REGIONAL TRAIL TRAIL
¢ ¢
12.0' 10.0°
TRAIL TRAIL
EXISTING TYPICAL SECTION

BRUCE VENTO REGIONAL TRAIL - TRAIL SPLIT SOUTH OF BEAM AVENUE

PROPOSED PROPOSED
BRUCE VENTO BEAM AVE ACCESS

REGIONAL TRAIL TRAIL
Tt ¢

12.0' 10.0'

TRAIL TRAIL
I I

PROPOSED
DEDICATED GUIDEWAY
¢ ‘ |
[ T T~
13.0' 13.0' VARIES ‘ ‘
SB BRT LANE NB BRT LANE BLVD
PROPOSED TYPICAL SECTION

BRUCE VENTO REGIONAL TRAIL - TRAIL SPLIT SOUTH OF BEAM AVENUE

EX
ROW

EX
ROW

DRAFT-WORK IN PROCESS

Puslr
Line

RUSH LINE BRT PROJECT

15% PLANS - 08/07/2020
TYPICAL SECTIONS

SHEET NO.

Kimley»Horn 57

BNE | .

Consulting Group, Inc.




EXISTING EXISTING

BEAM AVENUE WB BEAM AVENUE EB
EX ¢ ¢ EX
ROW ROW
14.0° 14.0° 18.0'—29.0° 14.0' 14.0'
WB LANE WB LANE MEDIAN EB LANE EB LANE
\ \
\ \
\ \
\ \
\ \
\ \
EXISTING TYPICAL SECTION
BEAM AVENUE
PROPOSED PROPOSED
BEAM AVENUE WB BEAM AVENUE EB
EX ¢ ¢ EX
ROW ROW
13.0° 13.0° 18.0'—29.0° 13.0' 13.0'
WB LANE WB BRT LANE MEDIAN EB BRT LANE EB LANE
\ \
\ \
2.0° - 2.0' -
MEDIAN | MEDIAN |
\ \
\ \
\ \
\ \
PROPOSED TYPICAL SECTION
BEAM AVENUE

DRAFT-WORK IN PROCESS

Aug, 04 2020 08:53 am K:\TWC_Transit\RCRRA\Rush Line EA\CAD\Plan Sheets\11112_Typ 13.dwg By: bob.monjeau

SHEET NO.

Kimley»Horn
rush RUSH LINE BRT PROJECT o s o A B
Line 5 s oo == _RC I

Consulting Group, Inc.




Aug, 04 2020 11:00 am H:\Projects\11000\11112\CAD_BIM\Plan\SEGX—CIV—TYP.dwg By: tborowicz

EX EX
ROW ROW

DEDICATED GUIDEWAY
2

EXISTING TYPICAL SECTION
DEDICATED GUIDEWAY - COUNTY ROAD D TO 1-694 BRIDGE
DEDICATED GUIDEWAY - |-694 BRIDGE TO BUERKLE ROAD STATION

DEDICATED GUIDEWAY
&

13.0° 13.0°
SB BRT LANE NB BRT LANE

EX EX
ROW ROW

| | —
| 5 |
B624
C&G B624
| | C&G
| |
| |
| |
PROPOSED TYPICAL SECTION \EE?K]&?&@
DEDICATED GUIDEWAY - COUNTY ROAD D TO I-694 BRIDGE ~ WALL
DEDICATED GUIDEWAY - 1-694 BRIDGE TO BUERKLE ROAD STATION
DRAFT-WORK IN PROCESS
Kimley»Horn | =g
Joush RUSH LINE BRT PROJECT o 25 5 10 y 59
7 15% PLANS - 08/07/2020 = l‘ = oF
Lin c TYPICAL SECTIONS SCALE “ 1\ 83

Consulting Group, Inc.




Aug, 04 2020 11:00 am H:\Projects\11000\11112\CAD_BIM\Plan\SEGX—CIV—TYP.dwg By: tborowicz

DEDICATED GUIDEWAY
&

EXISTING TYPICAL SECTION
DEDICATED GUIDEWAY - BRIDGE OVER [-694

DEDICATED GUIDEWAY

4.0° 1.0 € 1.0’ 4.0
SHLD SB BRT LANE NB BRT LANE SHLD

' I
L XXX X

\I—694

PROPOSED TYPICAL SECTION
DEDICATED GUIDEWAY - BRIDGE OVER [-694

DRAFT-WORK IN PROCESS

rush RUSH LINE BRT PROJECT s Kimley»Horn | 4
Line e e BNE |




Aug, 04 2020 11:00 am H:\Projects\11000\11112\CAD_BIM\Plan\SEGX—CIV—TYP.dwg By: tborowicz

EX BRUCE VENTO
REGIONAL TRé\Q.

ROW

|
120
"TMIXED USE TRAL ™

EX
ROW

DEDICATED GUIDEWAY
&

EXISTING TYPICAL SECTION

DEDICATED GUIDEWAY - BUERKLE ROAD STATION

EX
ROW PROPOSED
BRUCE VENTO REGIONAL
TRAIL
2
|
. |
12.0' 5.0’

MIXED USE TRAIL BUI';FER

14.0’
NB PLATFORM

EX
ROW
DEDICATED GUIDEWAY
| ¢
I
14.0 13.0' 13.0’
SB PLATFORM SB BRT LANE NB BRT LANE
I
I
=
[J B S— —
\101. PLATFORM \101. PLATFORM
PROPOSED TYPICAL SECTION

DEDICATED GUIDEWAY - BUERKLE ROAD STATION

DRAFT-WORK IN PROCESS

rush RUSH LINE BRT PROJECT s K""'eY):)Hom 61
Line 15% PLANS - 08/07/2020 = “ \l =

TYPICAL SECTIONS

Consulting Group, Inc.

83




Aug, 04 2020 11:00 am H:\Projects\11000\11112\CAD_BIM\Plan\SEGX—CIV—TYP.dwg By: tborowicz

EX EX
ROW BUERP((ELE RD ROW
I VARIES I
| 1.5 \RIES 18.0° 13.0° !
BLVD EB oA NE WB THRU LANE BLVD
| |
! ! EXISTING
ta—" FENCE
/ EXISTING TYPICAL SECTION \
(E:)ch BUERKLE ROAD - DEDICATED GUIDEWAY TO FANUM ROAD E)écc
EX EX
ROw BUERP((ELE RD ROW
| |
' . VARES VARIES , , , !
5.0 \RIES \RIES | ! 12.0 14.0 5.0
WAK | 2 o T s wien G LN WB THRU LANE WB BAT LANE ™ BLVD |
| |
| | PROPOSED
FENCE
1 —
\EX
c&c
PROPOSED TYPICAL SECTION B624
BUERKLE ROAD - DEDICATED GUIDEWAY TO FANUM ROAD C&G
DRAFT-WORK IN PROCESS
- SHEET NO.
Kimley»Horn 62
0 25 5 10
Joush RUSH LINE BRT PROJECT . .
- OF
e 15% PLANS - 08/07/2020 - ‘1 :‘ =

TYPICAL SECTIONS

Consulting Group, Inc.

83




Aug, 04 2020 11:00 am H:\Projects\11000\11112\CAD_BIM\Plan\SEGX—CIV—TYP.dwg By: tborowicz

BUERKLE ROAD
EX ¢

r~——13.0' BL\D———

ROW
VARIES VARIES 180
6.0—10.0’ 19.0-23.0° :
| BLVD EB THRU LANE WB THRU LANE
|
|
|
EXISTING TYPICAL SECTION
EX BUERKLE ROAD - FANUMROAD TO TH 615X,
C&G
BUERKLE ROAD
EX ¢
ROW
VARIES VARIES ‘ , ,
o RS RIES | - 12.0 14.0
| VQOBLJ/S'O EB MIX:Z%OTR,%\%:CI)C LANE WB THRU LANE WB BAT LANE
| |
|
. | _
|
B624
C&t
Ex PROPOSED TYPICAL SECTION
C&G BUERKLE ROAD - FANUM ROAD TO TH 61

5.0'—=

EX

ROW

EXISTING

| / FENCE
[

ROW

I~

\PROPOSED
RETAINING

WALL

DRAFT-WORK IN PROCESS

rush RUSH LINE BRT PROJECT s K""'eY):)Hom 63
Line 15% PLANS - 08/07/2020 = “ \l =

TYPICAL SECTIONS

Consulting Group, Inc.

83




EXISTING

EXISTING
SB TH 61 NB TH 61
¢ ¢
| 2.0 |
/ SHLD
\ ! .
10.0 12.0 12.0 L 0.0-120 VARIES 5.0 12,0 12,0 I -
SHLD SB THRU LANE | SB THRU LANE SB LT TURN LANE MEDIAN SHLD NB THRU LANE NB THRU LANE NB RT Bl | ANE
|
\
‘ |
EXISTING J
GUARDRAIL
EXISTING TYPICAL SECTION
TH 61 - BUERKLE ROAD TO WILLOW LAKE BOULEVARD
EXISTING
EXISTING
SIS NB TH 61
¢ ¢
| 2.0 |
/ SHLD |
\ R
10.0° 12.0° 12.0° vy, VARIES 5.0 12.0 no  __| 1.0 40 |
SHLD SB THRU LANE | SB THRU LANE  MIXED TRATE MEDIAN SHLD NB THRU LANE NB THRU LANE NB BAT LANE SHLD
\
\
‘ |
’ - ‘ _ —
- E— . —_— | T I

EXISTINGJ

GUARDRAIL
PROPOSED TYPICAL SECTION
TH 61 - BUERKLE ROAD TO WILLOW LAKE BOULEVARD

DRAFT-WORK IN PROCESS

Aug, 04 2020 11:00 am H:\Projects\11000\11112\CAD_BIM\Plan\SEGX—CIV—TYP.dwg By: tborowicz

SHEET NO.

Push RUSH LINE BRT PROJECT e Kimley»Horn | ¢4
Line o e cara = “CRFI

Consulting Group, Inc.




Aug, 04 2020 11:00 am H:\Projects\11000\11112\CAD_BIM\Plan\SEGX—CIV—TYP.dwg By: tborowicz

EXISTING

EX S T b NB TH 61 EX
ROW ¢ 2 ROW
54.0° 12,0 12,0 | 12,0 5.0' 19.0 12.0 12.0 ‘ 12.0 1.0 50°
V"BLWD SHLD SB THRU LANE SB THRU LANE SHLD MEDIAN SHLD NB THRU LANE NB THRU LANE SHLD VgL
| |
| |
‘ [
: | | :
| |
| |
EXISTING TYPICAL SECTION
TH 61 - WILLOW LAKE BOULEVARD TO COUNTY ROAD E STATION
EXISTING
o S8 TH 61 ESI?N& Row
A 53 40 | om0 .| ome 1 120 5.0 20.0° SLZL[?’/ o 120 _ | mno  _|. mno ___| 40 A48
BLVD SHLD SB BAT LANE SB THRU LANE SB THRU LANE SHLD MEDIAN N LRl LANE NB THRU LANE | NB THRU LANE NB BAT LANE SHLD BLVD
| |
| |
| |
| |
- e— — - - — N
e — — 1 {—  E—
| |
[ |
PROPOSED TYPICAL SECTION
TH 61 - WILLOW LAKE BOULEVARD TO COUNTY ROAD E STATION
DRAFT-WORK IN PROCESS
K_ I » H SHEET NO.
imiey»rorn
Joush RUSH LINE BRT PROJECT 25 5 1o y 65
Line 15% PLANS - 08/07/2020 - “ l‘ = oF
TYPICAL SECTIONS A 83
Consulting Group, Inc.




Aug, 04 2020 11:00 am H:\Projects\11000\11112\CAD_BIM\Plan\SEGX—CIV—TYP.dwg By: tborowicz

EX EX
ROW EXISTING SB TH 61 EXISTING NB TH 61 RowW
¢ ¢
51.0° S‘Hztg / 12.0° 12.0° 40 |, 60 __| 13.0° 13.0' 12.0' 12.0' L S‘HZL‘S / A, 38.0°
| ~ V'BLVD T RT TURN LANE " SB THRU LANE_ |~ SB THRU LANE | SHLD [ MEDIAN_ | NB LT TURN LANE™ | NB LT TURN LANE™ NB THRU LANE NB THRU LANE NB RT TURN LANE BLVD |
I I
I I
I I
- - —_—
o - - [
I I
! EX C&G !
EX C&G
EXISTING TYPICAL SECTION
TH 61 - COUNTY ROAD E STATION
EX
EX PROPOSED SB TH 61 PROPOSED NB TH &1 ROW
ROW ¢ &
48.0p 4.0 1.0 1.0 13.00 10.0° 13.0' . 1.0 . 1.0 1.0 13.0° 20.0° 8.0’ 22.0°
BLVD SHLD [© SB BAT LANE | SB THRU LANE | SB THRU LANE MEDIAN NB LT TURN LANE™ | NB LT TURN LANE | NB THRU LANE |~ NB THRU LANE NB BAT LANE NB PLATFORM WALK BLVD
| |
| |
| |
| |
P — - e — - - - PR I .
i E— | — 1 L
| |
I R I
B424 C&G B494 C&C 10" PLATFORM
PROPOSED TYPICAL SECTION
TH 61 COUNTY ROAD E STATION
DRAFT-WORK IN PROCESS
. SHEET NO.
Kimley»Horn 66
us. RUSH LINE BRT PROJECT o 25 5 10
7 15% PLANS - 08/07/2020 [ OF
me ° SCALE k

TYPICAL SECTIONS

Consulting Group, Inc.

83




EXISTING EXISTING

SB TH 61 NB TH 61
¢ ¢
10.0° 12.0° 12.0° 5.0’ zsvg:'ilgg Q 5.0’ 12.0° 12.0° |- 12.0° .
SHLD SB THRU LANE SB THRU LANE SHLD l:AEDIAN’ SHLD NB THRU LANE NB THRU LANE SHLD/RT TURN LANE
- P [ - — pE—
EXISTING TYPICAL SECTION

TH 61 - COUNTY ROAD E STATION TO BRIDGE OVER BNSF RAILWAY

EXISTING EXISTING
SB TH 61 NB TH 61
¢ ¢
| a0 1.0° 1o | 12.0° 5.0 26t o 5.0 12.0° 1o | 1.0 40 |
SHLD SB BAT LANE SB THRU LANE SB THRU LANE SHLD e SHLD NB THRU LANE T NB THRU LANE NB BAT LANE SHLD
| |
P> I - — - _ N .
/ 1 L \
PROPOSED TYPICAL SECTION

TH 61 - COUNTY ROAD E STATION TO BRIDGE OVER BNSF RAILWAY

DRAFT-WORK IN PROCESS

Aug, 04 2020 11:00 am H:\Projects\11000\11112\CAD_BIM\Plan\SEGX—CIV—TYP.dwg By: tborowicz

SHEET NO.

Push RUSH LINE BRT PROJECT e Kimley»Horn | &7
Line o e cara = “ORFI

Consulting Group, Inc.




Aug, 04 2020 11:00 am H:\Projects\11000\11112\CAD_BIM\Plan\SEGX—CIV—TYP.dwg By: tborowicz

EX

REO>§N gg"iﬂ“g - ESISTEN& ROW
1.67' € MEDIAN ¢ 1.67'
46.0' | ,_ 10.0° . 12.0° 12.0° . 40 . , 4.0 12.0° 12.0° . 10.0° . ,._ 51.0'
e SHLD SB THRU LANE SB THRU LANE SHLD SHLD NB THRU LANE NB THRU LANE SHLD :
l | | l
- - ‘ —_— - ‘ - [
| |
| |
EXISTING TYPICAL SECTION
TH 61 - BRIDGE OVER BNSF RAILWAY
L 23 R
1.67 ’V ¢ 1.67
16.0° ol a0 10.0° "o _ . 10 2.0, | 2.0, no  _ . 10 10.0° 40 [ 51.0°
e SHLD SB BAT LANE SB THRU LANE SB THRU LANE HL HL NB THRU LANE NB THRU LANE NB BAT LANE SHLD
| |
| |
o - - - - -
| = g S— — |
| |
PROPOSED TYPICAL SECTION
TH 61 - BRIDGE OVER BNSF RAILWAY
DRAFT-WORK IN PROCESS
KimleypHorn | "5
Ioush RUSH LINE BRT PROJECT o 28 5 1o y 68
Line 15% PLANS - 08/07/2020 - “ l‘ = oF
TYPICAL SECTIONS A 83
Consulting Group, Inc.




Aug, 04 2020 11:00 am H:\Projects\11000\11112\CAD_BIM\Plan\SEGX—CIV—TYP.dwg By: tborowicz

EXISTING

e SB ’(I'EH 61 2.0
ROW ‘ SHLD
50.5' A, 12.0° 12.0° } 12.0° |l 12.0° 21.0°
BLVD RT TURN LANE SB THRU LANE SB THRU LANE SB LT TURN LANE MEDIAN
|
I [
SEE NB
SECTION BELOW
I [
| ‘
- - ‘ -
EXISTING EX
NB TH 61 ROW
¢
21.0° 3.5 12.0° 12.0° 9.0 56.0°
MEDIAN SHLD NB THRU LANE NB THRU LANE SHLD BLVD
|
|
SEE SB
SECTION ABOVE
|
_ P . |
EXISTING TYPICAL SECTION
TH 61 - CEDAR AVENUE STATION
EX EXISTING
ROW SB TH 61 2.0
€ SHLD
30.5° A, 20.0° 13.0° . 1o __| 12.0° . 12.0° 21.0°
BLVD SB PLATFORM SB BAT LANE SB THRU LANE SB THRU LANE SB LT TURN LANE MEDIAN
|
|
|
SEE NB
SECTION BELOW
|
| .
- - -
N— —1
EXISTING
" NB TH &1 EX
10" PLATFORM ¢ ROW
21.0° 3.5 12.0° 11.0' o 13.0° 20.0° 8.0' 25.0'___ A
MEDIAN SHLD NB THRU LANE ‘ NB THRU LANE NB BAT LANE NB PLATFORM TRAIL BLVD
|
| |
SEE SB
SECTION ABOVE
| |
|
—_ ‘ P . . om ] T
| — ]
PROPOSED TYPICAL SECTION
TH 61 - CEDAR AVENUE STATION
10" PLATFORM

DRAFT-WORK IN PROCESS

rush RUSH LINE BRT PROJECT s K'mley’:)Hom 69
Line 15% PLANS - 08/07/2020 = “ \l =

TYPICAL SECTIONS

Consulting Group, Inc.

83




Aug, 04 2020 11:00 am H:\Projects\11000\11112\CAD_BIM\Plan\SEGX—CIV—TYP.dwg By: tborowicz

EXISTING
EX ggﬁEN& NB TH 61

ROW ¢ ¢ EX
ROW
L 11.0° . 12.0° 12.0° 5.0’ 420 5.0 12.0' 12.0° 8.0’ A, 34.0
| RT TURN LANE SB THRU LANE SB THRU LANE SHLD MEDIAN SHLD NB THRU LANE NB THRU LANE SHLD BLVD |
I I
I I
I a - —_— I
EXISTING TYPICAL SECTION
TH 61 - CEDAR AVENUE STATION TO COUNTY ROAD F
EXISTING EXISTING
Ex SB TH 61 NB TH 61
ROW 3 ¢ EX
2.0 ROW
| 40 11.0’ . 11.0’ o 12.0° 5.0’ 42.0' 5.0’ 12.0' - 11.0° . 11.0° 4.0’ VARIESA, 8.0’ \
SHLD SB BAT LANE SB THRU LANE | SB THRU LANE SHLD MEDIAN SHLD NB THRU LANE NB THRU LANE NB BAT LANE SHLD TRAIL
I | I
I I
I I
! o - —_ !
— 1
/’7# — — B F—

PROPOSED TYPICAL SECTION
CEDAR AVENUE STATION TO COUNTY ROAD F

DRAFT-WORK IN PROCESS

SHEET NO.

Push RUSH LINE BRT PROJECT e Kimley»Horn | 74
Line o e cara = "CRF

Consulting Group, Inc.




EXISTING EXISTING

SB TH 61 NB TH 61
¢ ¢
EX EX
ROW ROW
| 47.5 A, 7.5' 12.0° 12.0° 5.0' 12.0° 12.0° 9.0’ 6.5’ 52.5'
; BLVD SHLD SB THRU LANE | _SB THRU LANE | MEDIAN [~ NB THRU LANE— | NB THRU LANE SHLD SHLD V" BLWD |
I I
I I
I I
‘ - - N . I ‘
I EXISTING !
' GUARDRAIL EXISTING TYPICAL SECTION EXISTING I
‘ TH 61 - COUNTY ROAD F TO WHITE BEAR AVENUE GUARDRAIL ‘
EXISTING
SB TH 61 ﬁé'ﬂ]”&
¢
EX € EX
ROW ROW

43.0° 4.0 11.0° R L S 12.0° 5.0 12.0° . 1o __| 11.0° 4.0 55.0°
BLVD™ Y | SHLD SB BAT LANE SB THRU LANE |~ SB THRU LANE MEDIAN NB THRU LANE™ |~ NB THRU LANE NB BAT LANE SHLD [~ V" BLWD

|-|:B T I —1
\PROPOSED

GUARDRAIL PROPOSED

GUARDRAIL

L

PROPOSED TYPICAL SECTION
TH 61 - COUNTY ROAD F TO WHITE BEAR AVENUE

DRAFT-WORK IN PROCESS

Aug, 04 2020 11:00 am H:\Projects\11000\11112\CAD_BIM\Plan\SEGX—CIV—TYP.dwg By: tborowicz

SHEET NO.

Push RUSH LINE BRT PROJECT e Kimley»Horn | 5,
Line o e cara = "ORFI

Consulting Group, Inc.




EX EX
ROW EXISTINGQSB TH 61 EXISTING NB TH 61 ROW
¢

15@?‘%0’ 0?@.’??@ sB TIJIILS'LANE sB TIJIILS'LANE 0’\6/}5'1?0' MEng)CI),;\N NB TI-1H1?‘LCJ)' LANE NB TI-1H1?‘LCJ)' LANE O’\ééﬂE"fo’ '

| BLVD RT TURN LANE LEFT TURN LANE RT TURN LANE |

| |

| |

| \ |

| |

‘ £ EXISTING TYPICAL SECTION ‘

C&G TH 61 - WHITE BEAR AVENUE TO WHITAKER STREET STATION (E:)écG
EX PROPOSED SB TH 61 PROPOSED NB TH 61 EX
ROW ¢ ¢ ROW
S e 12,0 SRS, 13.0 1.0 1.0 o RES, e 1.0 1.0 13.0 5.0' 5.0' A ARES
bLah TTMULT USE TRAILT 24T T SB BAT LANET | SB THRU LANE | SB THRU LANE | |1 r0RN LANE NEDIA NB THRU LANE |~ NB THRU LANE |~ NB BAT LANE BLVD |~ WALK D

- - - - 7T — SN
T . T ]—7—":'\
| |

8624 PROPOSED TYPICAL SECTION B624
cac TH 61 - WHITE BEAR AVENUE TO WHITAKER STREET STATION caG

DRAFT-WORK IN PROCESS

Aug, 04 2020 11:00 am H:\Projects\11000\11112\CAD_BIM\Plan\SEGX—CIV—TYP.dwg By: tborowicz

Push RUSH LINE BRT PROJECT e Kimley»Horn | 7,

Line 15% PLANS - 08/07/2020 e “ l‘ = oF
TYPICAL SECTIONS A 83

Consulting Group, Inc.




EXISTING SB TH 61 EXISTING NB TH 61
& ¢

EX
ROW

B 14.0' 12.0' L 12,0 . 9.0’ 12.0 14.0

: SB THRU LANE SB THRU LANE SB LT TURN LANE MEDIAN NB THRU LANE NB THRU LANE

|

|

|

| | |

\EX \EX
cac casG
EXISTING TYPICAL SECTION
TH 61 - WHITAKER STREET STATION
PROPOSED SB TH 61 PROPOSED NB TH 61
¢ ¢

EX

ROW \ \
VARIES _ S 1.0 1.0 | gRES, | 1.0 ! 1.0 13.0 14.0
7.5-135 T R MXED o SB THRU LANE |~ SB LT TURN AN NB THRU LANE NB THRU LANE NB BAT LANE NB PLATFORM
|
|
| |
' ! !
|
- ‘ - P — / (U — ‘ [ . om J‘r T
— —|
B624 |~1o" PLATFORM

C&G

PROPOSED TYPICAL SECTION
TH 61 - WHITAKER STREET STATION

DRAFT-WORK IN PROCESS

Aug, 04 2020 11:00 am H:\Projects\11000\11112\CAD_BIM\Plan\SEGX—CIV—TYP.dwg By: tborowicz

SHEET NO.

Push RUSH LINE BRT PROJECT e Kimley»Horn | 73
Line o e cara = “ORFI

Consulting Group, Inc.




Aug, 04 2020 11:00 am H:\Projects\11000\11112\CAD_BIM\Plan\SEGX—CIV—TYP.dwg By: tborowicz

EXISTING EXISTING
SB TH 61 NB TH 61
EX ¢ ¢
ROW
14.5 , , , , 12,0 , . ,
B T 115 9.0 12.0 S DR ¥ A R o 45 10.0 9.5
) o |_/<NE ¥ SB THRU LANE MEDIAN NB LT TURN LANE NB THRU LANE Ly L(NE BLVD TRAIL BLVD
|
|
|
! - - — . -
\Eéc \ggc
EXISTING TYPICAL SECTION
TH 61 - WHITAKER STREET STATION TO TH 96
EXISTING EXISTING
SB TH 61 NB TH 61
EX ¢ ¢
ROW
14.5° s 9.0 12.0 . 1o 12.0 45 10.0' 9.5
TRA XD SB THRU LANE MEDIAN NB LT TURN LANE NB THRU LANE TRABHAXED BLVD TRAIL BLVD
|
|
|
! - - — . -
\Eécc \ggc
PROPOSED TYPICAL SECTION
TH 61 - WHITAKER STREET STATION TO TH 96
DRAFT-WORK IN PROCESS
K_ I ))H SHEET NO.
imiey»rorn
Joush RUSH LINE BRT PROJECT o 25 5 10 y 74
Line 15% PLANS - 08/07/2020 - ‘1 :‘ = oOF

TYPICAL SECTIONS

Consulting Group, Inc.

83




Aug, 04 2020 11:00 am H:\Projects\11000\11112\CAD_BIM\Plan\SEGX—CIV—TYP.dwg By: tborowicz

EXISTING SB TH 61
€

EXISTING NB TH 61
2

VARIES VARIES
EX SB LT TURN LANE NB LT TURN
ROW [ LANE
, 14.5' , , , , , .
6.0 S8 THRU/ 12.0 7.0 12.0 12.0 7.0 21.0
BLVD RT TURN LANE SB THRU LANE MEDIAN NB THRU LANE NB THRU LANE WALK BLVD
I
I
I
I . - - = — =~ =
\EX \EX
C&G C&G
EXISTING TYPICAL SECTION
TH 61 - TH 96 TO 2ND STREET
EXISTING SB TH 61 EXISTING NB TH 61
Ex ¢ VARIES VARIES ¢
W SB LT TURN LANE NB LT TURN
[ LANE
. 60 __| <5 XED 12.0 7.0 12.0 NB SIXED 7.0 21.0
BLVD TRAFFIC. LANE SB THRU LANE MEDIAN NB THRU LANE TRAFFIC LANE WALK BLVD
I
I
I
I - - - E— . —_ [
\EX \EX
PROPOSED TYPICAL SECTION C&G

TH 61 - TH 96 TO 2ND STREET

EX
PARKING

EX
PARKING

DRAFT-WORK IN PROCESS

ush RUSH LINE BRT PROJECT s K""'eY):)Hom 75
Line 15% PLANS - 08/07/2020 = “ \l =

TYPICAL SECTIONS

Consulting Group, Inc.

83




Aug, 04 2020 11:00 am H:\Projects\11000\11112\CAD_BIM\Plan\SEGX—CIV—TYP.dwg By: tborowicz

EX EX

Row EXISTING EXISTING ROW
SB TH 61 NB TH 61

‘ € ¢

| |

. 70 _ | 14.0° om0 | 1.0 10.0' 1200 _ | 140 6.0’ VARIES___!

"BLVD ' LT TURN LANE """ SB THRU LANE SB LT TURN LANE MEDIAN NB THRU LANE NB THRU LANE WALK BLVD

| |

| |

: - - - I . om :

\EX \EX
c&e C&s
EXISTING TYPICAL SECTION
TH 61- 2ND STREET TO 5TH STREET

EX EX

ROW EXISTING EXISTING ROW
SB TH 61 NB TH 61

| : g |

| |

70 14.0 1.0 1.0 10.0 12.0' 14.0 6.0’ VARES___l

‘ BLVD | TR XD [™""SB THRU LANE |~ SB LT TURN LANE MEDIAN NB THRU LANE TRABHXED & WALK BLVD _"

| |

| |

| |

| - - D — — I i

\EX \EX
C&G C&G
PROPOSED TYPICAL SECTION
TH 61 - 2ND STREET TO 5TH STREET
DRAFT-WORK IN PROCESS
Kimley»Horn | ¢
Joush RUSH LINE BRT PROJECT o 25 5 10 y 76
- OF
Line 15% PLANS - 08/07/2020 - ‘1 :‘ =

TYPICAL SECTIONS

Consulting Group, Inc.

83




Aug, 04 2020 11:00 am H:\Projects\11000\11112\CAD_BIM\Plan\SEGX—CIV—TYP.dwg By: tborowicz

EXISTING NB TH 61
&

1.0°

NB THRU LANE

ROW EXISTINGQSB TH 61
.55 __] 13.5' 120 10.0° 12.0' |
| BLVD SB THRU LANE SB THRU LANE MEDIAN NB LT TURN LANE
|
|
| - - I
| N
O\,

C&G
EXISTING TYPICAL SECTION
TH 61 - 5TH STREET TO 10TH STREET
EX
ROW

PROPOSED SB TH 61
&

1.0

NB THRU LANE

PROPOSED NB TH 61
&

. 12.0 ]
NB RT TURN LANE

C&G

| |
, 13.0 , VARIES 1.0 . , ,
i éleo TRACEXED e T S8 lelgj) LANE ] 4‘&5&“@ "]Q’“ﬁDTUTRRﬁF&%E"'_NB TI-1|I1?‘LCJ) LANE_—T_NB TJ;S LANE ]~ NB RT 1T2LigN LANE ] i
| |
| |
L - - | — P . |
a T \a
3624 Exs
PROPOSED TYPICAL SECTION
TH 61 - 5TH STREET TO 10TH STREET
DRAFT-WORK IN PROCESS
Kimley»Horn | 5+
Joush RUSH LINE BRT PROJECT o 25 5 10 y 77
Line 15% PLANS - 08/07/2020 B “ :‘ = or

TYPICAL SECTIONS

Consulting Group, Inc.

83




Aug, 04 2020 11:00 am H:\Projects\11000\11112\CAD_BIM\Plan\SEGX—CIV—TYP.dwg By: tborowicz

EX ROW
ROW
EXISTING WA%—IINGTON AVE ‘
I
I I
14.2° 13.5° 13.5° 35.0°
BLVD Vv SB THRU LANE """ NB THRU LANE | V_BLVD "
I
I
I
|
| |
EX / \EX \—EX
C&G EXISTING TYPICAL SECTION C&G c&6
WASHINGTON AVE - 7TH STREET TO 8TH STREET
EX
EX ROW
ROW
PROPOSED WASHINGTON AVE ‘
¢ I
I I
VARIES | 8.0’ 1.0 1.0 14.0 o .
12’3,_'\/1[)4’1 ™ PARKING | NB THRU LANE | NB BAT LANE | PLATFORM 5’|° 8.0
I
I I
| |
I
I rf T
I T ‘
B618 L
C&G 10" PLATFORM B618
C&G
PROPOSED TYPICAL SECTION
WASHINGTON AVE - 7TH STREET TO 8TH STREET
DRAFT-WORK IN PROCESS
Kimley»Horn | -5
Joush RUSH LINE BRT PROJECT o 25 5 10 y /8
Line 15% PLANS - 08/07/2020 - ‘1 :‘ = oOF

TYPICAL SECTIONS

Consulting Group, Inc.

83




EXISTING WASHINGTON AVE
&

15.0° 15.0°
WB THRU LANE EB THRU LANE

o/ \,

C&G EXISTING TYPICAL SECTION C&G
8TH STREET - DIVISION AVE TO THéI

EXISTING WASHINGTON AVE
&

| |
| |
‘ , VARIES VARIES VARIES , ‘
' WALK 12.0-15.0 ™ eB ‘}SOROU_/PI"QI’URN_— 0.0-12.0 WALK [
| WB THRU LANE ‘ UL RT TURN LANE |
| |
| |
B624
C&G
B618 PROPOSED TYPICAL SECTION

C&G

8TH STREET - DIVISION AVE TO THéI

DRAFT-WORK IN PROCESS

Aug, 04 2020 11:00 am H:\Projects\11000\11112\CAD_BIM\Plan\SEGX—CIV—TYP.dwg By: tborowicz

SHEET NO.

Push RUSH LINE BRT PROJECT e Kimley»Horn | 74
Line o e cara = "CRFI

Consulting Group, Inc.




Aug, 04 2020 09:00 am K:\TWC_Transit\RCRRA\Rush Line EA\CAD\Plan Sheets\11112_Stat_Plat.dwg By: bob.monjeau

FACE OF CURB-/

5'x8' ACCESSIBLE

LOADING ZONE

60" ARTICULATED BUS

RAMP_VARIES 60.0° 8.0’
STATION PLATFORM
TRAIL/SIDEWALK
VARES TRAIL /SIDEWALK
6.0’
WALK
RAMP ; {
14.0°
B | | _|ACCESS
ACCESS oo 55 - : -
. I 6’ CLEAR OF I
VERTICAL
/V% | I e JOBSTRUCTIONS | o e e e — G |
20] (TS ogo0 05050 0303030550 5000505050 40509959595059505 909000000000 90 06400000 509090
7 %% Y

———BRT LANE/GUIDEWAY

14" X 60’ STATION PLATFORM LAYOUT — PLAN

ARCADE STREET — WALK ACCESS AT BOTH ENDS, BOTH PLATFORMS
MARYLAND AVENUE — SOUTHBOUND WALK ACCESS WITH ADDITIONAL 5 BUFFER SIDEWALK BETWEEN PARALLEL
TRAIL/SIDEWALK AND PLATFORM EDGE, NORTHBOUND RAMP ACCESS

| RAMP_VARIES 80.0' 8.0’
STATION PLATFORM
TRAIL /SIDEWALK
/S TRAIL /SIDEWALK
6.0 WALK
RAMP . . . ACCESS
’ | | | ]
) g J T
ACCESS 6.0 5.0 | | 6’ CLEAR OF
VERTICAL
/ V % | I S R, 1 OBSTRUCTIONS
2.0 [000dalo00g0g0500050500055000508d00509050005050005050003090p0g308050009050005050005090000b9050009050005054
7 7 77|

FACE OF CUREI-/

5'x8" ACCESSIBLE
LOADING ZONE

———BRT LANE/GUIDEWAY

60’ ARTICULATED BUS

14’ X 80" STATION PLATFORM LAYOUT — PLAN

OLIVE STREET — SOUTHBOUND WALK ACCESS, NORTHBOUND RAMP ACCESS

CAYUGA STREET — SOUTHBOUND WALK ACCESS, NORTHBOUND RAMP ACCESS

PAYNE AVENUE — SOUTHBOUND WALK ACCESS, NORTHBOUND RAMP ACCESS

COOK AVENUE — SOUTHBOUND WALK ACCESS WITH ADDITIONAL 5 BUFFER SIDEWALK BETWEEN PARALLEL
TRAIL/SIDEWALK AND BACK OF PLATFORM, NORTHBOUND RAMP ACCESS

LARPENTEUR AVENUE — NORTHBOUND WALK ACCESS AT BOTH ENDS, SOUTHBOUND WALK ACCESS AT BOTH
ENDS WITH ADDITIONAL 5 BUFFER SIDEWALK BETWEEN PARALLEL TRAIL/SIDEWALK AND BACK OF

PLATFORM

FROST AVENUE — NORTHBOUND WALK ACCESS AT BOTH ENDS, SOUTHBOUND WALK ACCESS AT BOTH ENDS
WITH ADDITIONAL 5 BUFFER SIDEWALK BETWEEN PARALLEL TRAIL/SIDEWALK AND BACK OF PLATFORM

[]

*****

,,,,,

STATION PLATFORM ELEMENTS:

PATRON CIRCULATION ZONE
e CLEAR OF OBSTRUCTIONS

e WDE ENOUGH TO ALLOW COMFORTABLE

PASSAGE OF TWO PEOPLE

BUS LOADING AND UNLOADING ZONE
e AREAS WHERE VEHICLE DOORS ARE
LOCATED WHEN BUS IS AT STATION

PLATFORM

e 5'x8 AT FIRST AND THIRD DOORS

e 6.5'x8 AT SECOND DOOR

PATRON WAITING AREA AND STRUCTURE ZONE

e FARE COLLECTION EQUIPMENT
e COMMUNICATIONS AND ELECTRICAL

EQUIPMENT

e BENCHES, WASTE AND RECYCLING

RECEPTACLES
e SIGNAGE

™ =1 POTENTIAL SHELTER AND CANOPY STRUCTURE

Ld -
J] BOARDING EDGE

%

COVERED WINDSCREEN/SHELTER AREAS

e ADA DETECTABLE WARNING AT EDGE OF

PLATFORM

ADA DOOR MAT POSITIONING INDICATOR

e (2) 2'X2' DETECTABLE WARNING TILES

GENERAL PLATFORM NOTE:

e PLATFORM PLANS ILLUSTRATE VARIOUS

SIZE AND ACCESS CONFIGURATIONS.

COMBINATIONS VARY DUE TO RIDERSHIP,

CONTEXT AND SITE CONDITIONS.

e PLATFORM RAMPS ARE LESS THAN 5%

HIGHWAY 36 — WALK ACCESS AT BOTH ENDS WITH ADDITIONAL 5 BUFFER SIDEWALK BETWEEN

PARALLEL TRAIL/SIDEWALK AND BACK OF PLATFORM, BOTH PLATFORMS

ST. JOHNS BOULEVARD — RAMP ACCESS AT BOTH ENDS, BOTH PLATFORMS
BUERKLE ROAD — SOUTHBOUND WALK ACCESS WITH AN ADDITIONAL 5 BUFFER SIDEWALK
BETWEEN PARALLEL TRAIL/SIDEWALK AND BACK OF PLATFORM, NORTHBOUND RAMP ACCESS

WHITAKER STREET — NORTHBOUND, RAMP ACCESS AT SOUTH SIDE.

DRAFT-WORK IN PROCESS

rus/r
Line

RUSH LINE BRT PROJECT

PLATFORM PLANS
15% PLANS - 08/07/2020

Kimley»Horn

ORE

Consulting Group, Inc.

SHEET NO.

30

OF

83




Aug, 04 2020 09:00 am K:\TWC_Transit\RCRRA\Rush Line EA\CAD\Plan Sheets\11112_Stat_Plat.dwg By: bob.monjeau

RAMP VARIES

RAMP VARIES

50.0°
STATION PLATFORM

50 TRAIL /SIDEWALK

RAMP
ACCESS 45

4.5’

| |
11.0 5.0 | 8 CLEAR OF

|
I VERTICAL
I_ _I OBSTRUCTIONS

S [o3uge] o _ 00O, OO0 000,000 040 OO OO0~ 0O P00 0O _ O, O0O~0
2.0 E o %OOOOOO(OOOOOOOOOOOOOO OOOOOCOOOOOOOOOOOOOO O OO0~ 0.0 ooooooa

RAMP
ACCESS

RAMP VARIES

FACE OF CURB-/

5'x8’ ACCESSIBLE
LOADING ZONE

80’ ARTICULATED BUS

11" X 50" STATION PLATFORM LAYOUT — PLAN
10TH STREET — NORTHBOUND RAMP ACCESS AT BOTH ENDS

———BRT LANE/GUIDEWAY

STATION PLATFORM ELEMENTS:

e CLEAR OF OBSTRUCTIONS

I:I PATRON CIRCULATION ZONE

—

Lo

e WIDE ENOUGH TO ALLOW COMFORTABLE
PASSAGE OF TWO PEOPLE

-1 BUS LOADING AND UNLOADING ZONE

i AREAS WHERE VEHICLE DOORS ARE

- LOCATED WHEN BUS IS AT STATION

PLATFORM
e 5'x8 AT FIRST AND THIRD DOORS
e 6.5'x8 AT SECOND DOOR

@ PATRON WAITING AREA AND STRUCTURE ZONE

rA
L4J

FARE COLLECTION EQUIPMENT

e COMMUNICATIONS AND ELECTRICAL
EQUIPMENT

e BENCHES, WASTE AND RECYCLING
RECEPTACLES

e SIGNAGE

POTENTIAL SHELTER AND CANOPY STRUCTURE
e COVERED WINDSCREEN/SHELTER AREAS

BOARDING EDGE
e ADA DETECTABLE WARNING AT EDGE OF
PLATFORM

o

ADA DOOR MAT POSITIONING INDICATOR
e (2) 2’X2’ DETECTABLE WARNING TILES

GENERAL PLATFORM NOTE:

e PLATFORM PLANS ILLUSTRATE VARIOUS
SIZE AND ACCESS CONFIGURATIONS.
COMBINATIONS VARY DUE TO RIDERSHIP,
CONTEXT AND SITE CONDITIONS.

e PLATFORM RAMPS ARE LESS THAN 5%

1 RAMP_VARIES

60.0°
LOCAL BUS STATION PLATFORM

60.0°
BRT STATION PLATFORM

RAMP 1

ACCESS

6.0’

2.07

RAMP

5.0°

5.0°

6' CLEAR OF
VERTICAL
OBSTRUCTIONS

ACCESS

OOgOOOO o0

[e)e]
[e)e]
[e)e]
[e)e]
[e)e]
[e)e]
[e)e]
[e)e]
[e)e]

Q0,0 00O OO0 OO O_0_0

[e)e]
[e)e]
[e)e]
[e)e]
[e)e]
[e)e]
[e)e]
[e)e]
[e)e]
[e)e]
[e)e]
[e)e]
[e)e]

o

SRS
o]
[e)e]
o]
[e)e]
QO
Q0
[e)e]
[e)e]
[e)e]
[e)e]
[e)e]

[e)e]

[e)e]

Q0
@]
@]
O

OOO I-

o [o3uge]
OO OOOO

(o) ugo g enugel
O&OOOOOO

O ORLO0OO0O_ OO O, 0,0
OOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOO

o
[o3uge]

OFO-_O~ 0O~ 0
OaOOOOOO [elge

FACE OF CURB—/

5'x8’ ACCESSIBLE
LOADING ZONE

60" ARTICULATED BUS

[e)e]
Q
[e)e]
QEO
0
e}
]
[e)e]
o]
[e)e]
o]
[N} NoNe)
[e)e]
[e)e]
[e)e]
[e)e]
[e)e]

BRT LANE/GUIDEWAY

\

AV

5'x8" ACCESSIBLE
LOADING ZONE

14" X 130" STATION PLATFORM LAYOUT — PLAN

10TH STREET — SOUTHBOUND RAMP ACCESS AT BOTH ENDS
14TH STREET — RAMP ACCESS AT BOTH ENDS, BOTH PLATFORMS
MT AIRY STREET — SOUTHBOUND RAMP ACCESS, NORTHBOUND WALK ACCESS
DOWNTOWN WHITE BEAR LAKE — RAMP ACCESS AT BOTH ENDS
MAPLEWOOD MALL TRANSIT CENTER — WALK ACCESS AT ONE END

DRAFT-WORK IN PROCESS

rus/r
Line

RUSH LINE BRT PROJECT

PLATFORM PLANS
15% PLANS - 08/07/2020

SHEET NO.

Kimley»Horn 81

ORI I

Consulting Group, Inc.




Aug, 04 2020 09:00 am K:\TWC_Transit\RCRRA\Rush Line EA\CAD\Plan Sheets\11112_Stat_Plat.dwg By: bob.monjeau

| RAMP_VARIES 80.0' 8.0’ '
STATION PLATFORM STATION PLATFORM ELEMENTS:
I:I PATRON CIRCULATION ZONE
« CLEAR OF OBSTRUCTIONS
TRAIL /SIDEWALK TRAIL / SIDEWALK +  WIDE ENOUGH TO ALLOW COMFORTABLE
VARIES PASSAGE OF TWO PEOPLE
777} BUS LOADING AND UNLOADING ZONE
| « AREAS WHERE VEHICLE DOORS ARE
6.0 t---5 LOCATED WHEN BUS IS AT STATION
: PLATFORM
« 58 AT FIRST AND THIRD DOORS
} } + 6.5x8 AT SECOND DOOR
| | WALK PATRON WAITING AREA AND STRUCTURE ZONE
RAMP | | FARE COLLECTION EQUIPMENT
20.0’ «  COMMUNICATIONS AND ELECTRICAL
ACCESS EQUIPMENT
ACCESS 12.0° P «  BENCHES, WASTE AND RECYCLING
RECEPTACLES
| ] +  SIGNAGE
5.0’ :
SE,%E’;'E oF POTENTIAL SHELTER AND CANOPY STRUCTURE
/ V % OBSTRUGTIONS + COVERED WINDSCREEN/SHELTER AREAS
¥ O~ 0 OO O~ 0Q o0 0, 0,060,000 O4O_O_O_O_O_O_ OO O OO OO OO0 OO OO O_O_O_O_O_0O o 0O _0O_,0O_O_O_O_0O
2.0 E o g(gg 040-0 o o g-o0-0 0L 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0R0 0 040 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0,020 o 0505050505050 a BOARDING EDGE
o0 o O O~ Q o0 OO OO, 0O O OO0 _O_0O o 0 0,0 OO O OO P, OO QO OO OO O_O_O_O_0C o0 O O_0O o0 . ADA DETECTABLE WARNING AT EDGE OF
_/ wy ) 77— PLATFORM
FACE OF CURB
BRT LANE/GUIDEWAY ADA DOOR MAT POSITIONING INDICATOR
+ (2) 2’2’ DETECTABLE WARNING TILES
EKEQ.SSC%S'EBLE GENERAL PLATFORM_NOTE:
« PLATFORM PLANS ILLUSTRATE VARIOUS
60" ARTICULATED BUS SIZE AND ACCESS CONFIGURATIONS.
COMBINATIONS VARY DUE TO RIDERSHIP,
) ) CONTEXT AND SITE CONDITIONS.
20° X 80" STATION PLATFORM LAYOUT — PLAN . CONTEXT AND SITE CONDITIONS. | o
COUNTY ROAD E. — WALK ACCESS AT BOTH ENDS
CEDAR AVENUE RAMP ACCESS AT BOTH ENDS
RAMP VARIES \ 60.0° . 10.0’ . 60.0’ . RAMP VARIES .
| BRT STATION PLATFORM | BRT STATION PLATFORM
RAMP |80 5.0 5.0 6' CLEAR OF RAMP
8.0 VERTICAL
ACCESS ]_ OO0 C{ o0 040 OO O OO OO O OO OO OO0, O O OO0 OO O, O OO O_O__O_O_O_0O OO0 OO OO JO_ OO o0 0,0 OO O O_0O,O_O_O_O_OD_O_O_O_O_-P OO?:)STEUCOTIOC';ISO oG 0,0 0,0 O_O_O_0O_0O ACCESS
2.0 'OOOO/OOOOOOOCOOO OO0 0O OOO OOO OOO o 0O 0O, 0O OO O__O_O_0O OOOOO OOO OOO (o] OOO (o] OO (o3l e} OOO (o] OOOOOOOO OOOOOODO oO_O0_0O OOO oO_O0_0O OOD oO_O0_0O OODO OOOOOOOOOOOOOCOO OOO O O0_O~,0 oooi
7 7 7] % 7 | P s 2|

FACE OF CURBJ

5'x8" ACCESSIBLE
LOADING ZONE

BRT LANE/GUIDEWAY

60" ARTICULATED BUS

8 X 130" STATION PLATFORM LAYOUT — PLAN
UNION DEPOT — RAMP ACCESS AT BOTH ENDS

DRAFT-WORK IN PROCESS

Kimley»Horn | g,
/?”-!'b RUSH LINE BRT PROJECT 0 25 3 1 -

Line

PLATFORM PLANS
15% PLANS - 08/07/2020

ORE

Consulting Group, Inc.

83




Aug, 04 2020 09:00 am K:\TWC_Transit\RCRRA\Rush Line EA\CAD\Plan Sheets\11112_Stat_Plat.dwg By: bob.monjeau

50.0°

STATION PLATFORM

WALK
ACCESS

10.0°

TRAIL /SIDEWALK

BUFFER

10.0°

WALK

6" CLEAR OF
| |vermcaL
OBSTRUCTIONS

ACCESS

O, 0 0040 OO OO O_ 0O
OO OOOOOCOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOO

]
]
]
o]
o]
0T
o]
[e)e]
]
[e)e]
o]
Q0
[e)e]
[e)e]

[e)e]

[e)e]

o

[e)e]
[e)e]
[e)e]
[e)e]
[e)e]
[e)e]
[e)e]
o]
[e)e]
[e)e]
[e)e]
[e)e]
[e)e]
[e)e]
[e)e]

Q0
h o d

FACE OF CURB-/

5'x8" ACCESSIBLE
LOADING ZONE

———BRT LANE/GUIDEWAY

60" ARTICULATED BUS

10° X 80" STATION PLATFORM LAYOUT — PLAN
WHITAKER STREET — SOUTHBOUND WALK ACCESS AT BOTH

10.0°, 11.0°, 14.0’, AND 20.0°

ENDS

VARIES

STATION PLATFORM ELEMENTS:

I:I PATRON CIRCULATION ZONE
.

.
BUS
.

.
PATI
.
.
.

CLEAR OF OBSTRUCTIONS
WIDE ENOUGH TO ALLOW COMFORTABLE
PASSAGE OF TWO PEOPLE

LOADING AND UNLOADING ZONE
AREAS WHERE VEHICLE DOORS ARE
LOCATED WHEN BUS IS AT STATION
PLATFORM
5'x8" AT FIRST AND THIRD DOORS
6.5'x8" AT SECOND DOOR

RON WAITING AREA AND STRUCTURE ZONE
FARE COLLECTION EQUIPMENT
COMMUNICATIONS AND ELECTRICAL
EQUIPMENT

BENCHES, WASTE AND RECYCLING
RECEPTACLES

SIGNAGE

POTENTIAL SHELTER AND CANOPY STRUCTURE
e COVERED WINDSCREEN/SHELTER AREAS

BOARDING EDGE
e ADA DETECTABLE WARNING AT EDGE OF
PLATFORM

W ADA DOOR MAT POSITIONING INDICATOR
Zn (2) 2'X2° DETECTABLE WARNING TILES

GENERAL PLATFORM NOTE:

e PLATFORM PLANS ILLUSTRATE VARIOUS

SIZE AND ACCESS CONFIGURATIONS.
COMBINATIONS VARY DUE TO RIDERSHIP,
CONTEXT AND SITE CONDITIONS.
PLATFORM RAMPS ARE LESS THAN 5%

STATION PLATFORM

6.0’ CLEAR OF VERTICAL OBSTRUCTIONS |

6.0' PATRON WAITING AREA AND STRUCTURE ZONE

2.0' DETECTABLE |
WARNING

(4.5’ FOR 10TH ST NB, 4.0' FOR WHITAKER ST SB)

TRAIL/SIDEWALK (AT SOME STATIONS)

BRT LANE/

GUIDEWAY '

TOPPING SLAB

RUB RAIL TYPICAL PLATFORM —

P I PR — "

10" A g A, A . S
7. a9 . o . o .

LAl . . a0« . . i a .

SECTION APPLIES TO ALL PLATFORMS WITH THE EXCEPTION OF UNION DEPOT

PROVIDE KEYWAY WHEN
ADJACENT TO CONCRETE
PAVEMENT

DRAFT-WORK IN PROCESS

rus/r
Line

RUSH LINE BRT PROJECT

PLATFORM PLAN AND SECTION

15% PLANS - 08/07/2020

Kimley»Horn

SHEET NO.

83

ORI I

Consulting Group, Inc.




Appendix B: Area of Potential Effects, dated February 3, 2020



This page intentionally left blank



 Rush Line BRT

Ramsey County, Minnesota

L

N Olive St

W University Ave

Grove St |

I _| Area of Potential Effect (2-3-2020)
[ ] Limits of Disturbance (1-31-2020)
Alignment (1-21-2020)
[ station Piatforms (1-21-2020)
[ ] Bridges (1-27-2020)
I:] Sidewalks and Trails (1-31-2020)
Park and Rides (1-31-2020)
Retaining Walls (1-28-2020)
* Potential Stormwater (BMP) Points (9-20-2019)

N Lafayette Rd

N Mississippi St

14th Street
Station

MAA  Potential Linear Stormwater (BMP) Sites (9-20-2019)

%
%
B> S
1 -
6th Street “ %// N s
v Union Depot ~<\0"'%
< A N

Stétjon/
o S
N

7>

‘ ( Wacouta\ Street
% Station
77\

0 90 Meters
; ' ; 1:4,910
0 500 Feet

Union Depot

Union Depot ‘ Bus Deck
Station

Sibley Street

AN 2
Station \& VI (\e‘@ —
\ W Area of Potential Effect
As Revised on 2/3/2020

N Page 1 of 16



\H ‘ H ‘ ‘ 5 @) - Rush Line BRT
E Cayuga St 3 ? 5 E Ramsey County, Minnesota
o 7} s o
== . T
) € <Zt
@ é Whitall St
-5 D—H = I} Area of Potential Effect (2-3-2020)
[T EZ [ Limits of Disturbance (1-31-2020)
== ite St
£ Granite M Cayuga Street Alignment (1-21-2020)
Station [ station Piatforms (1-21-2020)

[ ] Bridges (1-27-2020)

I:] Sidewalks and Trails (1-31-2020)

Park and Rides (1-31-2020)

Retaining Walls (1-28-2020)

* Potential Stormwater (BMP) Points (9-20-2019)

Buffalo sg

E Sycamore St
‘camore o

|
Il

W Acker St

——

MAA  Potential Linear Stormwater (BMP) Sites (9-20-2019)

Courtland PI

E Acker St

_HLJ i [ e N | =
\
|

N Mississippi St

7 E
= T~
£ Olive Street é’
D S Station
s z

Empire Dr

W Pennsylvania Ave

Wingey s

Mt. Ajry Street

Station
L

E Winter St

z

Lorient St
] ~

‘:FW
I

z
(@]
L ‘ 3! [ E Mount Airy St _ ? 9'0 Meters
W Como Ave e i n I | 1:4,900
T ; a>> ) 1
lm 5 0 500 Feet
E Valley St z
L] 3,
’ —5 e
W Charles-Ave ‘ ‘ E University Ave
\ I
(5 I
%:
S = "
[~ z % fg i
@ & £ E 13th St Area of Potential Effect
] k= e
W Sherburne Ave 2 w z .
== & As Revised on 2/3/2020
“ \
\ \ Page 2 of 16




|

=

=

IR

1| — _ _ B ]

T

1]
llﬂ

[

N Clark St

E York St

[ L

|

S— L

]

N Desoto St

I=|{ RN
|10 [T

LT

T E

|

%

N Burr St

T E

L =1
- ]

T L ER

i

Dll

sie St

] lﬁ T

L
ﬁ;lll | H\lll

\

°
(3
o

\,

— 1]

il

\

N

=l ]

=TT

Whitall St

111 ]

Hﬁllllllll

m

T
=0
=] *
@©
s

~

[ ]

[e)
2
—iz ||

=5|

=

" Rush Line BRT

Ramsey County, Minnesota

| | Area of Potential Effect (2-3-2020)

[ ] Limits of Disturbance (1-31-2020)
Alignment (1-21-2020)
| | Station Platforms (1-21-2020)

lEL HHUUHHHE{%@E L rﬁ HH...
ébjIﬁlni
= =TT = e (L2 | I
= ST L T T
= [T MIE | [T
= LD (L | I LI =TT
Sl R

il

Il

i Payne ‘Av‘e‘nuel

Station

1]

e

\/
\
A

E Bush Ave

|
|

N Bradley St

T

\ l ~
ST

aEinnn

milEENI
I

L

Ng@}a/—ﬁi

[ ] Bridges (1-27-2020)
|| sidewalks and Trails (1-31-2020)
Park and Rides (1-31-2020)

( Arcade
Street Ramp

W Emme

A\

T T S - -~

I
1

N

N

S ‘-\Og

E Mou

L

]

nt Ida St

|

1=

I

Il

ERiE IR

=
10

[IJE

HHHIH

i
— =

m
114
o
g W
= H L1
N Bedford St
— —

=

TTTTT

i

-
(2]
4]
©
@
2
<
P4

I

[T

E 6th St
[

e

Retaining Walls (1-28-2020)
Y& Potential Stormwater (BMP) Points (9-20-2019)
MAA  Potential Linear Stormwater (BMP) Sites (9-20-2019)

0 90 Meters
L |

0 500 Feet

Area of Potential Effect
As Revised on 2/3/2020
Page 3 of 16



]

L

Cook Aven

LW

IhSInynnpm

©
o
g E Case Ave
E 1 = —
z
\ I
E Sims Ave
\
I ;gl
i o Hesl=
§ = E York Ave
orl WV
’§ ‘ ‘
a — °
’ ’ . ... = =g
18
= A
E Wells St 7]
1%}
o
(o]

"N Earl St —

T
3

N

"N Duluth St

aney Ave

I L

SO (I IT

LT T

< |
A Ennmm

|
[T LT

R e nm

]
I
I

[T 1 T

R e e

Rush Line BRT

Ramsey County, Minnesota

I _| Area of Potential Effect (2-3-2020)
[ ] Limits of Disturbance (1-31-2020)
Alignment (1-21-2020)
[ station Piatforms (1-21-2020)
[ ] Bridges (1-27-2020)
I:] Sidewalks and Trails (1-31-2020)
Park and Rides (1-31-2020)
Retaining Walls (1-28-2020)
* Potential Stormwater (BMP) Points (9-20-2019)

MAA  Potential Linear Stormwater (BMP) Sites (9-20-2019)

0 90 Meters
L |

0 500 Feet

Area of Potential Effect
As Revised on 2/3/2020
Page 4 of 16



Ramsey County, Minnesota

| :Lﬁg % ﬁ "~ Rush Line BRT
\
]

. I _| Area of Potential Effect (2-3-2020)

L D L i

E lvy A
Gt > ] ] I . . Limits of Disturbance (1-31-2020)
Alignment (1-21-2020)
[ station Piatforms (1-21-2020)

N % [ ] Bridges (1-27-2020)

I:] Sidewalks and Trails (1-31-2020)
Park and Rides (1-31-2020)
Retaining Walls (1-28-2020)

\ — . I * Potential Stormwater (BMP) Points (9-20-2019)
E —— MAA  Potential Linear Stormwater (BMP) Sites (9-20-2019)

Maryland 3 [Tj ‘D]]]]]]

East Shore Dr

E Hyacinth Ave

IR
LT T

E Orange Ave

(LT IT 0 L
AT L

HH
LT

T

Avenue = b1 S
— E Maryland A.\ve

Y L

L L L

]
]

Station 2 :

=" N Clarence St

N Prosperity Ave

E Rose Ave

N Frank St

E Geranium Ave

N Barclay St

N

QO
\»\\

L]

|
N Duluth St
09

b\)
ﬁ\ —
&7

/Johnspné
Parkway'Bridge j

E Jessamine Ave

=t

u
JU UL
7]
]

Phalen Blvy
\pe\l‘\a
e
o
N Etna St
o o ©

E Magnolia Ave ’ \

[T T]
. L DI L T eodavehue L/

N | e
E Lawson Ave _
J . t EAie_iAje' Area of Potential Effect
| . , m As Revised on 2/3/2020
\H‘\Eu\enl\(s\A\\leH\HHHHH / M\ A@ Page 5 of 16

90 Meters
' ; 1:4,900
500 Feet

N Atlantic St




- | 4 -
WO I | g ) | CLULLLL ]| Rush Line sRT
- K = 1 1 .
2% Dl:%ﬁE D me— e : Ramsey County, Minnesota
T : J =N
— 3 I _| Area of Potential Effect (2-3-2020)
— P J— [ ] Limits of Disturbance (1-31-2020)
SN ) S ) E— e ] ignment (1-21-
Al 1-21-2020
] - [ station Piatforms (1-21-2020)
g Y :' . | . T /. [___] Bridges (1-27-2020)
ve
R — I || sidewalks and Trails (1-31-2020)
| || t L Park and Rides (1-31-2020)
g s & ] I Retaining Walls (1-28-2020)
> —
Brightar Pl § E é Y& Potential Stormwater (BMP) Points (9-20-2019)
, 5 £
;D] S 51—+ I A Potential Linear Stormwater (BMP) Sites (9-20-2019)
b4
— HHi: = I
E HoytAve —— o
| ==l — (TT1T] [I1] V ]
| [ — -
Sl==|i::
E Nebraska Ave |

[T

L F

o o o

90 Meters
' ; 1:4,900
500 Feet

Area of Potential Effect

As Revised on 2/3/2020

N e A I I N

Page 6 of 16




|
shryer Ave E

Chamber St
LT [T

A

] ~ Rush Line BRT
Ramsey County, Minnesota
Gateway Trail —
Underpass I} Area of Potential Effect (2-3-2020)

B
Ry L‘ [ ] Limits of Disturbance (1-31-2020)
Alignment (1-21-2020)

[ station Piatforms (1-21-2020)
[ ] Bridges (1-27-2020)

— T

L
|

-
i

Frost Avenue | | /q‘ff‘ L ; z ; % I:] Sidewalks and Trails (1-31-2020)
Station w s 5 2 5 % Park and Rides (1-31-2020)
= c o o
: i/ / 1z 2 5 T ) g Retaining Walls (1-28-2020)
<
- 2 fEl=] 8 z Frost Ave E Y& Potential Stormwater (BMP) Points (9-20-2019)
£ i L -
I o e ] — MAA  Potential Linear Stormwater (BMP) Sites (9-20-2019)
] | —
=
| | — ‘(0
L 1} KU I E
Al = — — %
Fenton Ave =3 E
] — :'I " m
— I * Summer Ave

Phalen PI

Ripley Ave

Frisbie Ave

C
|
|
|

\Y/
TJ
L
E

Y
L
|

Sophia Ave

|
=l

| |

kL Bl

Atlantic St

90 Meters

N IS psemp3
Frank St

1:4,910

500 Feet

| ]
. Larpenteur
7’ ,Avfeny,e
Station

S EE
=
1
N
|

= ——— ———
E Larpenteur Ave = [ ————

Area of Potential Effect

— As Revised on 2/3/2020

N Duluth St~ | Bl
N Atlantic St #* ——
N Chamber Stm
1S ysiibuz NJJ
.\

|
I
i

Y] B Page 7 of 16




Barclay St

Retaining Walls (1-28-2020)

Cope Ave E

‘ .H/ o . . Y& Potential Stormwater (BMP) Points (9-20-2019)

MAA  Potential Linear Stormwater (BMP) Sites (9-20-2019)

| 1 | ‘Ggﬁd\}igWA%EJ LI LI 111 Rush Line BRT
* ’ . . T Ramsey County, Minnesota
Viking Dr ] / Viking Dr N Service Rd#i | | Area of Potential Effect (2-3-2020)
Highway [ ] Limits of Disturbance (1-31-2020)
36 Bridge Alignment (1-21-2020)
MSAS 108
o S | . . ‘ ‘ . ‘ . [ station Piatforms (1-21-2020)
[ ] Bridges (1-27-2020)
|t Sherren Ave E
|| sidewalks and Trails (1-31-2020)
/ . . . Park and Rides (1-31-2020)
\ f / iR |
N\ ,

TL Cope Ct

TIILT ]

Lark Ave E

| L]

1

Laurie Rd E

" Cir.

Duluth St
Atlantic St
[
/
Moy, J

-
L T

i

. . Sandhurst Ave EJ . . ‘

Leland Rd

English St

|l

| n x

%)
z E
a‘;J 8
— E :
Junction Ave | ’I I’ £ 8
£
1S
| T
§ z
@u\,,r\ &
Ve 7
€ Burke Cir %
g N @
g 2 _
3 $ Weaver Trail
- &
Underpass ‘
* ‘ Eldridge Ave E . . ? 9'0 Meters
! ] 1:4,910
0 500 Feet

Belmont La E

|
||

Skillman Ave E

Area of Potential Effect

As Revised on 2/3/2020

Ch%§
[ |
ya

— — Curve St————T——

Clarence St N

Manton St N

|
|

Page 8 of 16




Maplewood Dr

Rush Line BRT

Ramsey County, Minnesota

Una'erpass

Trail \

Kohiman Ave

I _| Area of Potential Effect (2-3-2020)

[ ] Limits of Disturbance (1-31-2020)
Alignment (1-21-2020)

[ station Piatforms (1-21-2020)

[ ] Bridges (1-27-2020)

Germain Ct

L\H\H
\

N

Scowiz
CSAH 23 7

Park and Rides (1-31-2020)
Retaining Walls (1-28-2020)
| | * Potential Stormwater (BMP) Points (9-20-2019)
S ‘ MAA  Potential Linear Stormwater (BMP) Sites (9-20-2019)

|| sidewalks and Trails (1-31-2020)

English St N

i
|

—

Hazelwood St

Clarence St

N

L Demont Ave E
\ .

g
.

i
] \g 2 Brooks Ave E
L] |
| L
- 0 90 Meters
_ — # @ . L ) 1:4,900
nghway 36 2“ UJ——LL § — Sextant Ave, ELM ; : , "
. ° £ 0 500 Feet
Station s L 5
| HELIITH|C [ OO
Gervais Ave |L ; ! ‘ Gervais Ave E e
E Grandview Ave E L Area of Potential Effect
. T TTT] As Revised on 2/3/2020
\ Page 9 of 16




=27 AL L | s \ // Rush Line BRT

b
£ Legacy Pkwy Ramsey County, Minnesota

Saint Johns Blvd \
z
0
B
©
c
=
Q
¥4

Beam Ave E

I _| Area of Potential Effect (2-3-2020)
[ ] Limits of Disturbance (1-31-2020)
Alignment (1-21-2020)
[ station Piatforms (1-21-2020)
[ ] Bridges (1-27-2020)
I:] Sidewalks and Trails (1-31-2020)
Park and Rides (1-31-2020)
Retaining Walls (1-28-2020)
* Potential Stormwater (BMP) Points (9-20-2019)

poonoon

—

WO -

et St. John's

Boulevard
Station

MAA  Potential Linear Stormwater (BMP) Sites (9-20-2019)

—1

Hazelwood Ave N

Maplewood Mall
Transit/Cllenter
Station

7

(

~
—
Southlawn Dr

Radatz Ave E

B L= SRl
. = —= e Q)

O
[

| m

Hazelwood St

ﬁ 500 Feet

Vale Ave
— @
\
Trail Area of Potential Effect
Underpass
| | e As Revised on 2/3/2020
Kohlman Ave < e
[ l ' L Page 10 of 16

Gem StN




Rush Line BRT

Ramsey County, Minnesota

L____} Area of Potential Effect (2-3-2020)

[ ] Limits of Disturbance (1-31-2020)
Alignment (1-21-2020)

[ station Piatforms (1-21-2020)

[ ] Bridges (1-27-2020)

|| sidewalks and Trails (1-31-2020)

Park and Rides (1-31-2020)

Retaining Walls (1-28-2020)

Y& Potential Stormwater (BMP) Points (9-20-2019)

MAA  Potential Linear Stormwater (BMP) Sites (9-20-2019)

Buerkle Rd LS
J

1-694

Bridge

1]
M-612

— M613 N\ E CoRd D E County Rd D
L 90 Meters
| ' ; 1:4,940
500 Feet

Area of Potential Effect
\’e‘)/

7
60 9

>
o
|

ool s
)g I
]

L\

IO
]
[
— Kennard

N\

e Hazelwood St

—]
—
—J

—J

]

x“'\‘?’\a

o

_27
StN &
é”

As Revised on 2/3/2020

Page 11 of 16



County Rload E
Station

FARN

1]
T

Montmorency St

il

English St

————

il

P
Willow Lake Blvd

International Dr

County Rd E

/

d

]

Fair Oaks Dr
|

el
o
c
£
=
o
| 6
[
>
s
c
(3]
il
£
— :
L
\\
w
el
@
c
£
&= ke
1O >
T o
[9]
I
[9)
£
£
o

Elm St

Ty

C

Commerce Ct

St

Rush Line BRT

Ramsey County, Minnesota

I _| Area of Potential Effect (2-3-2020)
[ ] Limits of Disturbance (1-31-2020)
Alignment (1-21-2020)
[ station Piatforms (1-21-2020)
[ ] Bridges (1-27-2020)
I:] Sidewalks and Trails (1-31-2020)
Park and Rides (1-31-2020)
Retaining Walls (1-28-2020)
* Potential Stormwater (BMP) Points (9-20-2019)

MAA  Potential Linear Stormwater (BMP) Sites (9-20-2019)

o o o

90 Meters
' ; 1:4,920
500 Feet

Area of Potential Effect
As Revised on 2/3/2020
Page 12 of 16



Rush Line BRT

Ramsey County, Minnesota

gl

[ ] Limits of Disturbance (1-31-2020)

(\% Lake Aires Bivd
Alignment (1-21-2020)

/ / / / Pine St
/ / / | | Station Platforms (1-21-2020)
/ / [ ] Bridges (1-27-2020)
|| sidewalks and Trails (1-31-2020)
/ / Birch St .
) Park and Rides (1-31-2020)

Retaining Walls (1-28-2020)
Y& Potential Stormwater (BMP) Points (9-20-2019)

I _| Area of Potential Effect (2-3-2020)

\\
\\
\
\
Linden St

C,: e /c/i ar MAA  Potential Linear Stormwater (BMP) Sites (9-20-2019)
=z Avenue T
5 Station

[

LKings|ey_
Ave

Highland Ave

Cedar Ave

L

nnlLa ___

%Keri Al

Cheri Ct

0 90 Meters
; ' ; 1:4,910
0 500 Feet

— Auger Ave

E
&
Q
Qg

Tony Ct

Area of Potential Effect

As Revised on 2/3/2020

THE

Page 13 of 16



Rush Line BRT

Ramsey County, Minnesota

1

{

[
M-415

I _| Area of Potential Effect (2-3-2020)
[ ] Limits of Disturbance (1-31-2020)

Alignment (1-21-2020)
[ station Piatforms (1-21-2020)

[ ] Bridges (1-27-2020)

7 I:] Sidewalks and Trails (1-31-2020)
Park and Rides (1-31-2020)
Retaining Walls (1-28-2020)
* Potential Stormwater (BMP) Points (9-20-2019)

MAA  Potential Linear Stormwater (BMP) Sites (9-20-2019)

&
(o]
— &
%
T E
| Rishworth La \
) | 3
(]
3
'E ‘ Floral Dr 0 90 Meters
= E ' ; 1:4,900
’IIIIII’ 0 500 Feet
Ash St CSAH 12

=

Highland Ave

Area of Potential Effect

I

—
=Nl L ] Neolas Ot | ] As Revised on 2/3/2020
% Lake Aires Blvd Dutte Dr

T T T T

T T T T T~ Page 14 of 16

{ Dotte Ct




-, o ¢ — s JLL ] | L L L g2 1 | Rush Line BRT
% ‘ér z E‘} 2cs ( Ramsey County, Minnesota
¥4 g‘ % o )
\ [6) = z.
Birch Lake Ave 0! =)
> :‘ £
. . . I - 1 J £ I~ Area of Potential Effect (2-3-2020)
[°}
| - | £ 2 “ [ ] Limits of Disturbance (1-31-2020)
4
] . . . . \ g \ . 'l 3 Alignment (1-21-2020)
Webber St IS g Va . u [[__] station Platforms (1-21-2020)
5 St S
. . . = " t [ | Bridges (1-27-2020)
ﬁ ” III || sidewalks and Trails (1-31-2020)
d}‘ .
— Florence St — i < . - Park and Rides (1-31-2020)
> %& Ve Retaining Walls (1-28-2020)
| % Y& Potential Stormwater (BMP) Points (9-20-2019)
° . ' MAA  Potential Linear Stormwater (BMP) Sites (9-20-2019)
z Eugene St
g . |
[}
| z / O &‘A /
° I
] /
[ CSAH 96 —

|
i
il g L] 5
AT T \(
Hipii N
Il LY T

— Whitaker St

90 Meters
' ; 1:4,920
500 Feet

Whitak\er
Street
Station

White Bear Ave N
Area of Potential Effect

As Revised on 2/3/2020

Page 15 of 16




$I

R

Rush Line BRT

Ramsey County, Minnesota

-
vy
=y
>
[/ —
-

]

I} Area of Potential Effect (2-3-2020)
[ ] Limits of Disturbance (1-31-2020)
Alignment (1-21-2020)
[ station Piatforms (1-21-2020)
10th St [ Bridges (1-27-2020)
I:] Sidewalks and Trails (1-31-2020)

Campbell Cir

7

]
]
1=

=

Park and Rides (1-31-2020)
Retaining Walls (1-28-2020)
* Potential Stormwater (BMP) Points (9-20-2019)

MAA  Potential Linear Stormwater (BMP) Sites (9-20-2019)

vision Ave

'Di

N

Johnson Ave

Washington Ave

I

. X
Downtown-White - i Z :
g

BééLLaKé — ]
Station'—— =77 / 7th St

Stewart Ave

—1 [ L C L

_Morehead Ave

e

1 ﬂi

T P

Wi@@
i

(TIET )
HEEE==in
=
I

Bald Eagle Ave

Bloom Ave
L
’7

1

6th St

N

AV@

S Siainilinn

l
i
|
LI

Lakg
&
218

3
P8

| —h 1
E T T[T

5th St —

L
T
|
-
3
—
-
o
ail;
|

Campbell Ave

Banning Ave

|

o o o

Murray Ave
Miller Ave

L]

90 Meters
' ; 1:4,910
500 Feet

’7
[T O

E=f il

J

o 2 Area of Potential Effect
< X
mrB‘f.““ e 5 ] J As Revised on 2/3/2020
i o o g st St Page 16 of 16




	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 1
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 2
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 3
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 4
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 5
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 6
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 7
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 8
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 9
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 10
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 11
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 12
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 13
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 14
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 15
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 16
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 17
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 18
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 19
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 20
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 21
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 22
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 23
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 24
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 25
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 26
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 27
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 28
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 29
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 30
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 31
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 32
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 33
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 34
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 35
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 36
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 37
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 38
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 39
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 40
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 41
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 42
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 43
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 44
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 45
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 46
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 47
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 48
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 49
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 50
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 51
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 52
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 53
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 54
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 55
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 56
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 57
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 58
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 59
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 60
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 61
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 62
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 63
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 64
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 65
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 66
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 67
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 68
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 69
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 70
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 71
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 72
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 73
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 74
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 75
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 76
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 77
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 78
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 79
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 80
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 81
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 82
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 83
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 84
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 85
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 86
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 87
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 88
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 89
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 90
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 91
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 92
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 93
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 94
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 95
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 96
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 97
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 98
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 99
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 100
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 101
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 102
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 103
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 104
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 105
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 106
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 107
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 108
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 109
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 110
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 111
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 112
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 113
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 114
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 115
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 116
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 117
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 118
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 119
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 120
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 121
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 122
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 123
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 124
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 125
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 126
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 127
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 128
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 129
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 130
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 131
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 132
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 133
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 134
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 135
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 136
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 137
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 138
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 139
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 140
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 141
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 142
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 143
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 144
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 145
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 146
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 147
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 148
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 149
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 150
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 151
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 152
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 153
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 154
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 155
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 156
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 157
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 158
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 159
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 160
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 161
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 162
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 163
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 164
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 165
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 166
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 167
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 168
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 169
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 170
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 171
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 172
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 173
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 174
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 175
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 176
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 177
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 178
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 179
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 180
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 181
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 182
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 183
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 184
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 185
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 186
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 187
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 188
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 189
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 190
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 191
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 192
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 193
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 194
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 195
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 196
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 197
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 198
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 199
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 200
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 201
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 202
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 203
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 204
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 205
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 206
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 207
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 208
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 209
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 210
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 211
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 212
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 213
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 214
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 215
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 216
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 217
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 218
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 219
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 220
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 221
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 222
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 223
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 224
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 225
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 226
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 227
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 228
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 229
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 230
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 231
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 232
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 233
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 234
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 235
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 236
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 237
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 238
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 239
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 240
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 241
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 242
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 243
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 244
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 245
	Appendix E Technical Reports_Part 3 (1) 246



