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1. INTRODUCTION

This document provides the basis for a Finding of No Significant Impact determination by the Federal
Transit Administration for the Rush Line Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Project (the project). This
determination is made in accordance with the provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act of
1969, as amended (42 U.S.C. § 4321, et seq.) and in compliance with the Council on Environmental
Quiality’s implementing regulations (40 CFR Part 1500, et seq.) and the Federal Transit
Administration’s implementing procedures (23 CFR Part 771).

The Federal Transit Administration, as the federal lead agency, and Ramsey County, as the local lead
agency, prepared an Environmental Assessment (EA) to satisfy both the National Environmental
Policy Act and the Minnesota Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. § 4321, et seq. and Minnesota
Statutes, chapter 116D, respectively). The EA was prepared pursuantto 23 CFR§771.119 and was
published on May 11, 2021. This Finding of No Significant Impact was prepared pursuantto 23 CFR §
771.121 and incorporates, by reference, the EA and other cited information.

The Federal Highway Administration is a cooperating agency in the project’s environmental review
process pursuant to 40 CFR § 1501.8. The proposed crossing of 1-694 requires an interstate right-of-
way use agreement fromthe Federal Highway Administration, and the Federal Highway
Administration must issue a National Environmental Policy Act determination prior to approving a
right-of-way agreement. The Federal Highway Administration will issue its own Finding of No
Significant Impact after the Federal Transit Administration completes its environmental review
process.

Upon completion of the environmental review process, Metropolitan Council will become the project
sponsor and federal grantee and will lead the process for engineering and construction.

2. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The Rush Line BRT Project' is a proposed 15-mile long BRT route connecting Saint Paul,
Maplewood, White Bear Township, Vadnais Heights, Gem Lake and White Bear Lake. It would
include 21 stations, and the route would generally run along Robert Street, Jackson Street, Phalen
Boulevard, Ramsey County rail right-of-way and Highway 61 (see Figure 1).

'If the Rush Line BRT Project is constructed, the transitway will be known as the METRO Purple Line BRT and
will be part of the Metropolitan Council’s METRO system which is an interconnected regional system of light rail
and bus rapid transit lines.



Figure 1: Rush Line BRT Project
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3. PURPOSE AND NEED

3.1.PROJECTPURPOSE

The purpose of the Rush Line BRT Project is to provide transit service that satisfies the long-term
regional mobility and accessibility needs for businesses and the traveling public and supports
sustainable development within the study area.

3.2. PROJECTNEEDS

Four primary factors contribute to the need for the project, as discussed in the EA and summarized
below.

e Serving the needs of people who rely on transit:

e Transit-dependent populations generally include those with incomes at or below the
poverty line, those who live in households without a car and the elderly. In the study
area, the number of people who rely on transit is increasing.

e Meeting increasing demand for reliable, high-frequency? transit:

e Demand for reliable, high-frequency transit service is increasing, and the existing high-
frequency network does not currently serve the study area outside of Saint Paul. In
recent years, Metro Transit3 has seen an increase in ridership on high-frequency
routes even as ridership on other routes has declined.

e Planning for sustainable growth and development:

e Population and employment are forecast to grow in the study area. As concentrations
of jobs and residents grow in different communities, the need to travel between these
communities will increase. Employment in Maplewood, White Bear Township, Vadnais
Heights and White Bear Lake is anticipated to grow at a faster rate than their
respective populations.

e Expanding multimodal travel options:

e State and regional transportation policies identify the need to provide multimodal
transportation options. The Minnesota Department of Transportation’s Statewide
Multimodal Transportation Plan* and the Metropolitan Council’'s 2040 Transportation
Policy Plan® address the shift away from investment in a single mode of transportation
(automobiles) to investing in multiple modes. The plans focus on the objective of
maintaining and improving multimodal transportation connections essential for
Minnesotans’ prosperity and quality of life and the 2040 Transportation Policy Plan’s

2 Routes are considered high frequency if they have service every 15 minutes or less on weekdays from 6 a.m.
to 7 p.m. and Saturdays from9a.m.to 6 p.m.

3 The Metropolitan Council is responsible for operating the regional transit system and does so through Metro
Transit, which is an operating division of the Metropolitan Council.

4 Minnesota Department of Transportation. Statewide Multimodal Transportation Plan. January 2017. Available
at http://www.minnesotago.org/final-plans/smtp-final-plan.

® Metropolitan Council. 2040 Transportation Policy Plan. November 2020 Update. Available at
https://metrocouncil.org/Transportation/Planning-2/Key-Trans portation-Planning-Documents/Trans portation-
Policy-Plan.aspx.
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goal of access to destinations and its associated objectives. The 2040 Transportation
Policy Plan includes the Rush Line BRT Project as one of six new or extended METRO
lines to be builtin the next decade under the currentrevenue scenario.®

4. ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

The following sections describe the alternatives evaluated in the EA.

4.1.NO BUILD ALTERNATIVE

The No Build Alternative is defined as the existing transportation system with planned and
programmed improvements as presented in the Metropolitan Council’'s 2040 Transportation Policy
Plan but without the Rush Line BRT Project. The No Build Alternative provides abaseline for
comparing the effects of implementing the Build Alternative.

Under the No Build Alternative, the Rush Line BRT Project would not be constructed or operated. The
project’s purpose and need would not be met, meaning that the No Build Alternative would not
contribute to serving the needs of people who rely on transit; meeting increasing demand for reliable,
high-frequency transit; planning for sustainable growth and development; or expanding multimodal
travel options.

Since the project would not be constructed, there would be no temporary construction-related
impacts, such as dust, noise or impacts to pedestrian, bicyclists and vehicular traffic. There would
also be no long-term project-related impacts on the transportation, community and social, and
physical and environmental resources within the study area.

4.2. BUILD ALTERNATIVE

The Build Alternative evaluated in the EA includes the proposed BRT route, stations and park-and-
rides at Highway 36 and at County Road E.

An option under the Build Alternative that does not include the Highway 36 park-and-ride was also

evaluated in the EA (the Build Alternative option without the Highway 36 park-and-ride) to provide

Ramsey County, as the local lead agency, and the Metropolitan Council, as the future local project
sponsor, flexibility to define required project facilities at this station location.

4.2.1. Route

The proposed 15-mile route would operate in both adedicated guideway and in mixed traffic.
Dedicated guideway is defined as the pavement area designed and designated for the exclusive use
of transit vehicles and, if needed, emergency vehicles. In some areas, the dedicated guideway is a
business access and transit lane, which non-transit vehicles can only use at intersections and
driveways to make right turns.

6 According to the 2040 Transportation Policy Plan (October 2018 Update, page 6.59), the current revenue
scenario includes “projects that have a locally preferred alternative with approved local resolutions of support
and an identified reasonable funding plan (based on projections for existing revenues or past experience
securing revenues for similar projects). The capital funding for transitway expansion other than arterial bus rapid
transit is generally assumed to be 50% or less federal Capital Investment Grants (e.g., New Starts or Small
Starts) and 50% or more county sales tax revenues and/or other local revenues.”



In the northbound direction, 11.8 miles (78 percent) of the route would be in dedicated guideway. In
the southbound direction, 11.2 miles (74 percent) of the route would be in dedicated guideway. Much
of the route would be on, or parallel to, existing city, county and state roadways, except approximately
4 miles where a new dedicated guideway would be built adjacent to a reconstructed Bruce Vento
Regional Trail in Ramsey County rail right-of-way (from Johnson Parkway to Beam Avenue and from
County Road D to Buerkle Road). Ramsey County began purchasing the rail right-of-way in the early
1990s to reserve it for future transit use.

The project includes seven new dedicated guideway bridges along the route to facilitate operations:

o Fromthe existing Arcade Street bridge to the Ramsey County rail right-of-way north of Phalen
Boulevard,

e Over Johnson Parkway,

o Overthe Gateway State Trall,

e Over the trail connection between English Street and Weaver Elementary School,

e Over Highway 36,

e Over the trail connection between Fitch Road and Barclay Street, and

e Over Interstate 694 (1-694).

4.2.2. Stations

The Build Alternative would include 21 stations (see Figure 1). Both platforms for the 5th/6™ Street
station and two of the platforms serving Union Depot (on Sibley and Wacouta Streets) in Saint Paul
were evaluated in the METRO Gold Line BRT Environmental Assessment and will be constructed as
part of that Project.” All stations would include shelters, 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 LED station lighting, and information about
the station, route, transit system and neighborhood.

Station platforms would generally be 10 inches tall. This platform height improves customer
experience by reducing the step onto the bus and allows for alevel boarding option at the front door if
the bus kneels.8 It also allows both BRT and local buses to use the same platforms. Typical platforms
would be 60 to 80 feet long. At some stations, including southbound 10t Street, 14t Street and Mt.
Airy Street in Saint Paul, Maplewood Mall Transit Center in Maplewood, and Downtown White Bear
Lake, BRT platforms would be combined with local bus stops or extended to accommodate bus
layovers, resulting in a total bus platform length of approximately 130 feet.

4.2.3. Park-and-Rides

The Build Alternative would serve one existing park-and-ride (the Maplewood Mall Transit Center) and
two proposed park-and-rides (at Highway 36 and at County Road E).

"The METRO Gold Line is a proposed BRT project that will connect Saint Paul, Maplewood, Landfall, Oakdale
and Woodbury generally along I-94. It is 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.

8 Kneeling is when the bus operator lowers the front end of the bus to assist passenger boarding.
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Through 2019, the existing 1,000-space Maplewood Mall Transit Center operated at about 50 percent
capacity.® Improvements would be made to the platforms and customer waiting area, but no new
parking would be constructed.

The proposed Highway 36 park-and-ride would be an approximately 300-space structure located in
the southwest corner of Harvest Park (north of Gervais Avenue and east of the Ramsey County rail
right-of-way) adjacent to the Highway 36 station. ' As the project advances, it is likely that the full
build out of the park-and-ride would be phased over time, starting with an approximately 170-space
surface lot that would be constructed within the same footprint. The EA evaluated the 300-space
parking structure to reflect the proposed full build out at the station and, therefore, the most impactful
environmental analysis.

The proposed County Road E park-and-ride would be a surface lot with up to 70 spaces designated
for transit use. This park-and-ride would be located on Ramsey County property near the County
Road E station in the existing TCO Sports Garden parking lot. A portion of the existing parking lot
would be reconfigured to accommodate the park-and-ride. !

The Build Alternative option without the Highway 36 park-and-ride, which was also evaluated in the
EA, would serve the existing Maplewood Mall Transit Center and the proposed County Road E park-
and-ride. At the Highway 36 station, this option would include station platforms and a passenger drop-
off areabut no park-and-ride.

4.2.4. Operations

The project would operate from 5 a.m. to midnight on weekdays and Saturdays and from6 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 5am. 6a.m. 15
6 a.m. 9am. 10
9am. 3p.m. 15
3p.m. 6:30 p.m. 10
6:30 p.m. 12a.m. 15
Saturdays 5am. 12a.m. 15
Sundays 6a.m. 10 p.m. 15

®Metro Transit. 2019 Annual Regional Park & Ride System Report. January 2020. Available at
https://metrocouncil.org/Transportation/Publications-And-Resources/Transit/2019-Park-and-Ride-Report.aspx.
' The Metropolitan Council is not the planned owner or manager of the proposed 300-space structured
Highway 36 park-and-ride, and an alternative ownership commitment has not been made at this time.

" A parking study was conducted at the TCO Sports Garden in the spring of 2019, which found that parking
demand for the sports center is highest during evenings and weekends. This usage would be complementary to
park-and-ride demand, which would primarily occur betweenabout7 a.m.and 5 p.m.
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The Build Alternative would use 13 new 60-foot articulated electric buses. A charging station '2 would
be constructed at the Union Depot bus deck where buses would charge for about 10 minutes during
layovers.

The 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. 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 of the currentbuses assigned to
this facility would be moved to other operating garages to provide space for Rush Line BRT vehicles.

4.2.5. Ridership

Under the Build Alternative, the Rush Line is forecast to carry 7,400 rides per day by 2040. Under the
Build Alternative option without the Highway 36 park-and-ride, the Rush Line is forecast to carry 6,700
rides per day by 2040.

Overall, just over half of the Rush Line BRT ridership (54 percent) would be for work trip purposes,
demonstrating the utility of the service for non-work travel as well. Reverse commuting, or travel that
occurs in the direction opposite the traditional downtown orientation (both work and non-work trips), is
forecast to be 26 percent of daily ridership. Roughly half of these reverse commute trips are work trips
to employment opportunities outside of downtown Saint Paul.

Table 2 summarizes select ridership characteristics for the Build Alternative and the Build Alternative
option without the Highway 36 park-and-ride to illustrate how the BRT service is expected to be used.
The project would serve the overall mobility needs of people reliant on transit. Overall, 1,700 daily
trips would be made by riders from zero-vehicle households in 2040, or about 23 percent of the total
Rush Line ridership under the Build Alternative (25 percent under the Build Alternative option without
the Highway 36 park-and-ride). Non-work trips would be 70 percent of the transit-reliant ridership on
the Rush Line, compared to 45 percent for all Rush Line passengers.

Table 2: 2040 Rush Line BRT Ridership Characteristics

Characteristic Build Alternative Build Alternative Option

without the Highway 36
Park-and-Ride

Total daily BRT trips 7,400 6,700
Trips for work 4,000 3,300
Trips by riders from no-car households 1,700 1,700
Access by walking 2,300 2,300
Access by driving 2,100 1,400
Access by drop-off 1,000 1,000
Access by transferring 2,000 2,000

4.2.6. Capital and Operating Costs

Capital costs are an estimation of the fixed costs needed to build the project and bring it into revenue
service. Capital costs include construction of the dedicated guideway, stations and other project

12 Energy sources for charging stations will be determined during final design and will follow any applicable
Metro Transit guidance on incorporating renewable energy.



elements and factor in expenditures such as environmental mitigation, right-of-way acquisition, vehicle
acquisition and professional services. The capital cost estimates include a 35 percent total
contingency.

Operations and maintenance costs include estimates of the annual costs to operate, maintain and
administer the transit service. These costs include the annual total of employee earnings and fringe
benefits, contract services, materials and supplies, utilities and other day-to-day expenses.

Estimated project costs are provided in Table 3 and will be refined as the project advances.
Table 3: Capital and Operating Cost Estimates?3

Capital Cost (Year of Annual Operations and

Expenditure Dollars)4 Maintenance Cost (2026
Dollars) s

Build Alternative $473,670,000 $15,372,000

Build Alternative option without
the Highway 36 park-and-ride

4.3. IDENTIFICATION OF THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

Ramsey County identified the Build Alternative as the alternative that best meets the project’s purpose
and need. The Highway 36 park-and-ride would be phased overtime, starting with an approximately
170-space surface lot within the footprint of the 300-space parking structure evaluated in the EA. This
park-and-ride may be expanded to a 300-space structure in the future based on ridership demand and
coordination amongst Ramsey County, the Metropolitan Council and the city of Maplewood.

5. MITIGATION MEASURES

The EA describes the Rush Line BRT Project, its likely impacts, and potential mitigation measures to
avoid or minimize those impacts. Appendix A includes the mitigation commitments that the Federal
Transit Administration requires as a condition of its finding that the project will have no significant
impact. Satisfaction of the mitigation commitments will be a condition of any grant that the Federal
Transit Administration may make for the project.

$456,878,000 $15,258,000

Ramsey County and the Metropolitan Council will implement all mitigation measures identified in
Appendix A and in the Section 106 Memorandum of Agreement (included in Appendix B), and will
coordinate with other agencies and stakeholders during the design and construction phases of the
project as stipulated in both documents.

¥ These estimates are based on current design and are subject to change.
4 Adjusted for inflation from 2019 to the expected year of expenditure.
1> Adjusted for inflation from 2019 to 2026.



6. ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATIONS
AND FINDINGS'®

6.1. NATIONALENVIRONMENTALPOLICYACT FINDING

The Rush Line BRT Project will be constructed in accordance with the design features and mitigation
measures presented in the EA and this Finding of No Significant Impact. Ramsey County prepared
the EA with Federal Transit Administration oversight in compliance with 42 U.S.C. § 4321, et seq.,
and 23CFR§771.119.

After reviewing the EA and supporting documents, including public comments and responses, the
Federal Transit Administration finds that the project will result in short-term and long-term impacts on
resources, as identified in Table 4. Aviation, land use plan compatibility, environmental justice,
energy, farmlands and Section 6(f) resources would have no, or negligible, adverse effects in the
short-term or long-term. While no disproportionately high or adverse effects to minority and/or low-
income populations were identified, the project is expected to benefit these populations by expanding
the availability of safe, reliable and efficienttransportation options, thereby providing better access to
employment, healthcare, shopping and other destinations.

Table 4: Resource Areas With Potential Impacts

Resource Area Short-Term Impacts Long-Term Impacts ‘
Freight rail X
Transit

Traffic
Pedestrian and bicycle facilities

Parking, driveways and loading zones

Neighborhoods and community resources

Land acquisitions and relocations

Economics

Visual resources

XXX XX [X[X]|X]|X

Cultural resources
Safety and security
Utilities

Surface water

XXX XX XXX X]|X[X

X

X

Water quality and stormwater

Geology, groundwater and soils

Hazardous materials

XXX | X
X

Noise and vibration

'® An air quality conforming finding is not included because the projectis not located within a National Ambient
Air Quality Standards nonattainment or maintenance area.



Resource Area Short-Term Impacts Long-Term Impacts

Air quality X
Protected species and wildlife habitat X X
Section 4(f) resources X X

See Appendix A for mitigation commitments related to these impacts. Pursuantto 23 CFR § 771.121,
the Federal Transit Administration finds that, with the mitigation commitments, the Rush Line BRT
Project will have no significant impact on the environment. The record provides sufficient evidence
and analysis for determining that an Environmental Impact Statement is not required.

6.2. SECTION106 FINDING

Because federal funding from the Federal Transit Administration will be pursued for the Rush Line
BRT Project, the project is considered afederal undertaking and must comply with Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (Section 106) (54 U.S.C. § 306108) and its implementing
regulations (36 CFR Part 800).

The proposed crossing of I-694 requires an interstate right-of-way use agreement from the Federal
Highway Administration, and the Federal Highway Administration must issue a National
Environmental Policy Act determination prior to approving any right-of-way agreement. The Federal
Transit Administration agreed to be the lead federal agency for the Section 106 process, perthe
Federal Highway Administration’s request pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.2(a)(2).

The US Army Corps of Engineers may also issue a permit for the project in accordance with Section
404 of the Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C. § 1251, et seq.). Pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.2(a)(2), the US
Army Corps of Engineers designated the Federal Transit Administration as the lead federal agency for
the project to fulfill its responsibilities under Section 106.

Pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.2(a)(3), Ramsey County and the Minnesota Department of Transportation
Cultural Resources Unit have been authorized to prepare Section 106 documentation, analyses and
recommendations to inform the Federal Transit Administration determinations. Ramsey County and
the Minnesota Department of Transportation Cultural Resources Unit are also authorized to consult
directly with the State Historic Preservation Office 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 the Federal Transit Administration.

In addition to the State Historic Preservation Office, Section 106 consulting parties for the project
include the city of Saint Paul, Saint Paul Heritage Preservation Commission, city of Maplewood,
Maplewood Heritage Preservation Commission, Maplewood Area Historical Society, city of Vadnais
Heights, city of White Bear Lake, White Bear Lake Area Historical Society, city of Gem Lake, White
Bear Township, Ramsey County, Metropolitan Council, US Army Corps of Engineers and Federal
Highway Administration.

The Federal Transit Administration, in July 2018 and February 2021, also invited the following
Minnesota tribes with an expressed interestin Ramsey County to participate in the Section 106
consultation: 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
tribes requested to participate in consultation for the project or in the development of the
Memorandum of Agreement.



During the public comment period for the Rush Line BRT Project EA, the Federal Transit
Administration received a comment from a non-tribal organization (the Payne-Phalen Community
Council) recommending broader and deeper engagement with tribes, noting that not all federally
recognized tribes in Minnesota were consulted as part of the project. The comment also requested
recognition of Phalen Creek as a cultural, environmental and historic resource that may contribute to
the Lake Superior & Mississippi (LS&M) Railroad Corridor Historic District. The Federal Transit
Administration reinitiated consultation with tribes, including all federally recognized tribes in
Minnesota, to assess whether Phalen Creek is a cultural resource of concem to them, as described
below.

At the time of initial (July 2018) and subsequent (February 2021) engagement, FTA followed current
protocol contacting tribes with an expressed interestin Ramsey County. In response to the Payne-
Phalen Community Council comment, the Federal Transit Administration continued consultation with
American Indian tribal nations to ensure all tribes who may have an interest in resources in the project
Area of Potential Effect are consulted. On August 2, 2021 the Federal Transit Administration
contacted all federally recognized tribes in Minnesota to provide a project update and request
participation in consultation. In addition to the tribes originally contacted as noted above, the Federal
Transit Administration also contacted the following tribes: Bois Forte Band of Chippewa Indians, Fond
du lac Band of Lake Superior Chippewa, Grand Portage Band of Lake Superior Chippewa, Leech
Lake Band of Ojibwe, Mille Lacs Band of Ojibwe, White Earth Nation of Minnesota Chippewa, and
Red Lake Band of Chippewa Indians. The Federal Transit Administration also contacted the Mendota
Mdewakanton Dakota Tribal Community, who has yet received federal recognition but may have an
interest in the project area.

The request for participation invited tribes to help identify places that may have traditional religious
and cultural importance to their tribe and whether Phalen Creek is a resource of concern. The Federal
Transit Administration held an online consultation meeting on August 23, 2021 to presentthe project
and information on Phalen Creek and request further input fromtribes. The Shakopee Mdewakanton
Sioux Community and White Earth Nation of Minnesota Chippewa participated in the meeting.

Following the consultation meeting, the Shakopee Mdewakanton Sioux Community commented that
because they believe there are no cultural properties directly impacted by the project, they have no
concerns. They also noted they would like to be kept informed of the project progress and future
research studies. No other comments were received from tribes. Based on discussion during the
consultation meeting and comments received from the tribes, the Federal Transit Administration
determined additional cultural studies of Phalen Creek are not warranted as part of the project;
however, the project Memorandum of Agreement, described below, allows for future surveys and
evaluations.

The Federal Transit Administration has determined in consultation with the State Historic Preservation
Office and other consulting parties that the project will have no adverse effect on 14 historic
properties; no adverse effect, with conditions, on nine historic properties; and an adverse effect on
five historic properties (the Lake Superior & Mississippi Railroad Corridor Historic District: Saint Paul
to White Bear Lake Segment,'” the Lake Superior & Mississippi Railroad Corridor Historic District:
White Bear Lake to Hugo Segment'® and three remnants of the 1868 Alignment of the Lake Superior
& Mississippi Railroad). '° In accordance with 36 CFR § 800.6(a)(1), the Federal Transit Administration

'7 State Historic Preservation Office inventory number XX-RRD-NPR0O01

'8 State Historic Preservation Office inventory number XX-RRD-NPR005

19 State Historic Preservation Office inventory numbers XX-RRD-NPR002, XX-RRD-NPR003 and XX-RRD-
NPRO004



notified the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation of its adverse effect determination, and the
Advisory Council has chosen not to participate in the consultation pursuantto 36 CFR §
800.6(a)(1)(iii).

The Federal Transit Administration and Minnesota Department of Transportation Cultural Resources
Unit, in consultation with the State Historic Preservation Office and other consulting parties, have
considered ways to avoid, minimize and/or mitigate adverse effects and have agreed upon measures
for minimizing and mitigating the identified adverse effects as outlined in a Memorandum of
Agreement. A draft of the Memorandum of Agreement was included in the EA for public review and
comment. Three consulting parties (the Federal Highway Administration, US Army Corps of Engineers
and State Historic Preservation Office) provided comments on the draft Section 106 Memorandum of
Agreement, and revisions were made as appropriate based on the comments received. The final
Memorandum of Agreement is included in Appendix B.

With the execution and implementation of the Memorandum of Agreement, the Federal Transit
Administration finds in accordance with 36 CFR Part 800, that the Section 106 coordination and
consultation requirements for the proposed project have been fulfilled.

6.3. SECTION4(F) FINDING

Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966, as amended, provides protectionto
parks and recreation areas, wildlife and waterfowl refuges, and historic sites. This law, commonly
known as Section 4(f), is codified in 23 U.S.C. § 138 and 49 U.S.C. § 303 and is implemented by the
Federal Transit Administration through the regulation in 23 CFR Part 774.

As documented in Appendix D of the EA, any properties within the study area protected by Section
4(f) were evaluated to determine if there would be a use of the property, as defined in 23 CFR §
774.17. Within the study area, there are no wildlife or waterfowl refuges; 18 parks, recreation areas
and trails subject to Section 4(f); and 28 historic properties that are listed in, or eligible for listing in,
the National Register of Historic Places.

Of the 18 parks and recreation areas evaluated, nine would not be impacted by the project, five would
have temporary occupancies that would not constitute a use?° and four (Eastside Heritage Park,
Phalen Park, Harvest Park and Weaver Elementary School) would have a Section 4(f) use with ade
minimis impact. Pursuant to 23 CFR § 774.5, the officials with jurisdiction over Eastside Heritage
Park, Phalen Park, Harvest Park and Weaver Elementary School were notified that the Federal
Transit Administration intended to make a de minimis determination. The Section 4(f) evaluation was
available for public review as part of the EA, and after the public comment period, the officials with
jurisdiction concurred that the project would not adversely affect the activities, features or attributes
that make the properties eligible for Section 4(f) protection (see letters in Appendix C).

Of the 28 historic sites evaluated, 14 would not be impacted by the project, nine would have
temporary occupancies that would not constitute a use and five would have a Section 4(f) use (one of
which would be a de minimis impact).

Pursuant to 23 CFR § 774.5, the consulting parties identified in accordance with 36 CFR Part 800
were consulted, and the State Historic Preservation Office was informed of the intent to make a de
minimis impact determination for Madeline L. Weaver Elementary School. The State Historic

2 Documented agreement from the officials with jurisdiction was included as part of the EA and is also included
in Appendix C of this Finding of No Significant Impact.



Preservation Office concurred with the finding of no adverse effect in accordance with 36 CFR Part
800.

The project would result in a Section 4(f) use of the Lake Superior & Mississippi Railroad Corridor
Historic District: Saint Paul to White Bear Lake Segment and the three segments of the 1868
Alignment of the Lake Superior & Mississippi Railroad. Pursuantto 23 CFR § 774.5(a), the Section
4(f) evaluation was provided to the US Department of Interior and the State Historic Preservation
Office for review and comment. The US Department of Interior concurred with the Federal Transit
Administration’s Section 4(f) determinations in a letter dated June 22, 2021. On July 6, 2021, the
State Historic Preservation Office indicated it had no comments on the Section 4(f) evaluation. The
correspondence from both agencies is included in Appendix C.

The Federal Transit Administration finds that the proposed project is in compliance with the Section
4(f) statute 49 U.S.C. § 303 and 23 U.S.C. § 138 and the implementing regulations under 23 CFR
Part 774.

6.4. SECTION7 FINDING

Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. §§ 1531-1544)2' requires that all federal
agencies consider and avoid, if possible, adverse impacts to federally-listed threatened or
endangered species or their critical habitats that may result from their direct, regulatory or funding
actions. Federally-listed species in Ramsey County include the following:22
e Threatened species:
o Northern long-eared bat (Myotis septentrionalis).
e Endangered species:
¢ Rusty patched bumble bee (Bombus affinis).
e Snuffbox (Epioblasma triquetra).
e Higgins eye pearlymussel (Lampsilis higginsii).
e Winged mapleleaf (Quadrula fragosa).

The US Fish and Wildlife Service concurred with the Federal Transit Administration’s determination of
the following (see correspondence with the US Fish and Wildlife Service in Appendix B of the EA):

e The project would have no adverse impacts to the northern long-eared bat, snuffbox mussel,

the Higgins eye pearlymussel or the winged mapleleaf mussel.
e The project may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect, the rusty patched bumble bee.

With US Fish and Wildlife Service concurrence, the Federal Transit Administration finds that the
proposed projectis in compliance with the Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16
U.S.C. §§ 1531-1544).

21 Available at http://uscode.house.gov/view.xhtml?req=granuleid:US C-prelim-title 16-section1531&num=0
&edition=prelim.

2 |n December 2020, the US Fish and Wildlife Service determined that the monarch butterfly is a candidate
species for listing as endangered or threatened under the Endangered Species Act. The US Fish and Wildlife
Service will continue reviewing its status each year until a listing decision is made.
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6.5. UNIFORMRELOCATIONACT COMPLIANCE

The Metropolitan Council will acquire property in accordance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance
and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended (Public Law 91-646; 49 CFR Part
24). Property acquisition for the project is also subject to Minnesota Statutes, chapter 117. The
requirements of the Uniform Relocation Act and of Minnesota Statutes apply to full and partial
acquisitions, displacements, and permanent and temporary easements.

The Build Alternative would require the permanent acquisition of 20.16 acres from 47 parcels. All
acquisitions would be partial acquisitions that would not impede the primary use of the properties. No
full acquisitions resulting in the displacement of buildings, businesses or residents would be needed.
The Build Alternative would also require temporary easements from 80 parcels, totaling a combined
area of 6.41 acres. Property acquisition requirements will be further refined as the project design
advances, but will comply with the Uniform Relocation Act.

The Federal Transit Administration finds that the proposed project is in compliance with the Uniform
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended (Public Law
91-646; 49 CFR Part 24).

6.6. WETLANDFINDING

The Clean Water Act of 197223 established the basic structure for regulating discharges of pollutants
into the waters of the United States?* and for regulating quality standards for surface waters. The US
Environmental Protection Agency oversees state implementation of the Clean Water Act, reviews and
comments on individual permit applications, and can elevate specific permitting cases. Section 404 of
the Clean Water Act is under the purview of the US Army Corps of Engineers and requires afederal
permit to be issued prior to the placement of any dredged or fill material into any resources identified
as a water of the United States. The Federal Transit Administration, as the lead federal agency,
implements Executive Order 11990: Protection of Wetlands through US Department of Transportation
Order 5660.1A.

The US Army Corps of Engineers reviewed the aquatic resources within the potential area of
disturbance for jurisdiction under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C. § 1251, et seq.).Ina
letter dated February 11, 2021, the US Army Corps of Engineers determined that three of the 17
aquatic resources (W-40, W-92 and W-98) are jurisdictional (see correspondence in Appendix B of
the EA). The project would impact 0.25 acres of jurisdictional wetlands.? The project is anticipated to
qualify for a Section 404 Transportation Regional General Permit.

Mitigation will vary based on the regulatory nature of the individual wetlands impacted. The Capitol
Region Watershed District and Ramsey-Washington Metro Watershed District require all impacts to
be replaced at a minimum of a 1:1 replacement ratio within the same sub-watershed. Any remaining
mitigation could be provided through the purchase of wetland mitigation bank credits based on
Minnesota Wetland Conservation Act Replacement Standards. The Wetland Conservation Act and
the US Army Corps of Engineers’ current replacement ratio for wetland credits in the project areais

Z33 USC § 1251 et seq.

2 “Waters of the United States” are waters that are under the jurisdiction of the Clean Water Act and include
traditional navigable waters, interstate waters, the territorial seas, impoundments of jurisdictional waters and
tributaries and adjacent wetlands of aforementioned waters. More information is available at
https://www.epa.gov/nwpr/about-waters-united-states.

% Jurisdictional wetlands are those that are under the jurisdiction of the US Army Corps of Engineers under
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.
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2.5:1; however, under certain conditions, including providing replacement within the same watershed
or in advance of construction, the ratio may be reduced to 2:1.26 The final amount, type and location
of wetland replacement or bank credits will be determined during the permit review process, which will
occur during final design.

In accordance with Executive Order 11990, the Federal Transit Administration finds that, based upon
the above considerations, there is no practicable alternative to the proposed construction in wetlands
and that the projectincludes all practicable measures to minimize harm to wetlands which may result
from such use.

6.7. FLOODPLAIN FINDING

Executive Order 11988: Floodplain Management?’ requires all federal agencies to evaluate and, to
the extent possible, avoid adverse impacts to floodplain areas?8 that may result from actions they
administer, regulate or fund. On behalf of the Federal Emergency Management Agency, the
Minnesota Department of Natural Resources regulates activities that may impact floodplains,
including activities such as construction, excavation or deposition of materials over or under waters
that may affect flood stage or floodplain or floodway boundaries. The Minnesota Department of
Natural Resources regulates floodplain management through its State Floodplain Management
Program and provides guidance to local governments such as cities, counties and watershed districts.

The potential area of disturbance includes five floodplains, which are associated with the Mississippi
River, Goose Lake (east and west) and two unnamed wetlands. No impacts are anticipated to the
Mississippi River because this portion of the potential area of disturbance follows existing roadways.
All other floodplain impacts would be due to the potential location of stormwater management features
or modifications to existing roadway. As engineering advances, efforts to avoid floodplain impacts will
be incorporated, which will involve modeling the project to determine established flood elevations and
refinement of project elements like stormwater management features. If, afterfinal design is
completed, the project results in fill within identified floodplains, an analysis of the corresponding
change in base flood elevation will be completed to determine if the fill results in adverse impacts that
require additional mitigation. If mitigation is required, compensatory storage at a 1:1 replacement ratio
within the same floodplain reach will be provided. Any unavoidable impacts will be coordinated with
cities and watershed districts.

Consistent with Executive Order 11990, the Federal Transit Administration finds that the proposed
project will minimize risks associated with unavoidable floodplain impacts to the greatest extent
practicable.

% More information regarding the US Army Corps of Engineers’ wetland compensation policy can be found at
https:/www.mvp.usace.army.mil/Portals/57/docs/regulatory/MN-

Special/Final%20St. %20Paul %20District%20Policy % 20for%20Wetland%20Compensatory%20Mitigation%20in
%20MNs.pdf.

2" Executive Order 11988: Floodplain Management. Available at https://www.archives.gov/federal-
register/codification/executive-order/11988.html (accessed October 2018).

% Floodplains are defined by Executive Order 11988 as “the lowland and relatively flat areas adjoining inland
and coastal waters including flood-prone areas of offshore islands, including, at a minimum, that area subject to
a one percent or greater chance of flooding in any given year.” Available at http:/www.fema.gov (accessed
October 2018).
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6.8. ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICEFINDING

Executive Order 12898: Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and
Low-Income Populations serves as the basis for the implementation of environmental justice
strategies in all federal agencies within the executive branch. Each agency is required to identify and
address “disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of its programs,
policies, and activities on minority populations?® and low-income populations,”3? and to include
environmental justice analysis in the National Environmental Policy Act process. A “disproportionately
high and adverse effect” is defined as an adverse impact that:

e Is predominantly borne by a minority population and/or low-income population, or

o Will be suffered by the minority population and/or low-income population and is appreciably
more severe or greater in magnitude than the adverse effect that will be suffered by the non-
minority population and/or low-income population.

A multi-step process was used to identify the potential for disproportionately high and adverse effects
on minority and low-income populations. The Environmental Justice Technical Reportin Appendix E
of the EA provides the full analysis. The following categories with potential operating or construction
phase effects were analyzed for potential environmental justice impacts:

e Parking, driveways and loading zones.

e Neighborhoods and community resources.
e Land acquisitions and relocations.

e Economics.

e Visual resources.

e Cultural resources.

¢ Noise and vibration.

No disproportionately high and adverse effects on minority and low-income populations in any
municipality in the study area were identified. Other categories evaluated in the EA were not
considered for potential environmental justice impacts because they either presented no impacts or
because their effects would be experienced by all populations living in the study area, regardless of
race, ethnicity or socioeconomic status.

Based on the analysis contained in the EA and the mitigation commitments, the project would not
result in adverse environmental justice impacts. The Federal Transit Administration finds, in
accordance with Executive Order 12898, that the Rush Line BRT Project will not have
disproportionately high or adverse effects on minority or low-income populations.

2 Minority populations are identified in census block groups based on the percentage of the population that self-
identifies as a racial or ethnic minority (American Indian/Alaska Native, Asian, Black or African American,
Hispanic or Latino, and/or Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander).

% Low-income populations are identified in census block groups based on the percentage of the population
below the US Census Bureau’s 2018 poverty thresholds, which vary by household size, number of children and
age of householder.



7. PUBLIC AND AGENCY OUTREACH AND
OPPORTUNITY TO COMMENT

The Rush Line BRT Project EA, including the Section 4(f) evaluation and draft Section 106
Memorandum of Agreement, was made available for public comment fromMay 11, 2021 to June 25,
2021.0n May 11, 2021, a notice of availability of the EA and information on the public meetings was
published in the Minnesota Environmental Quality Board’s EQB Monitor; a notice was emailed to
agencies and organizations on the Minnesota Environmental Quality Board’s distribution list, Section
106 consulting parties and project advisory committees; and a press release was issued. A legal
notice was published in the Vadnais Heights Press on May 12, 2021. The public comment period and
public meetings were also advertised through a notification letter to adjacent property owners in
English, Spanish, Hmong and Karen, a project e-newsletter, social media posts and advertisements in
cultural newspapers and publications including Minnesota de Hoy, Vida y Sabor/La Prensa de MN,
Somali American Newspaper, Hmong Times, Sahan Joumal, The Circle and La Voz Latina.

The EA and supporting documents were available on the project website at rushline.org. Hard copies
were available at the following locations:

e Ramsey County Law Library, 15 West Kellogg Boulevard, Suite 1815 Courthouse, Saint Paul,
MN 55102.

o East Side Enterprise Center, 804 Margaret Street, Saint Paul MN 55106.

e Ramsey County Library — Maplewood, 3025 Southlawn Drive, Maplewood, MN 55109.

e Vadnais Heights City Hall, 800 East County Road E, Vadnais Heights, MN 55127.

e Gem Lake City Office, 4200 Otter Lake Road, Gem Lake, MN 55110.

e Ramsey County Library — White Bear Lake, 2150 2" Street, White Bear Lake, MN 55110.

Three public meetings were held during the comment period:

e Online Open House 1: June 2, 2021 from 12-1:30 p.m.

e Online Open House 2: June 3, 2021 from 5:30-7 p.m.

e In-Person Open House: June 17,2021 from 4-7 p.m. at Union Depot (214 4t Street East,
Saint Paul, MN 55101).

A total of 42 attendees signed into the online open houses (28 on June 2 and 14 on June 3). The
online open houses included a presentation and a question and answer session with project staff.
Closed captioning and Spanish, Hmong and Karen interpreters were available. At the in-person open
house, 14 people signed in. American Sign Language, Spanish, Hmong and Karen interpreters were
available, and a court reporter was present to record oral comments. The presentation and
information boards from the online and in-person open houses are included in Appendix D, along with
a summary of questions asked at the online open houses.

During the public comment period, 189 comments were received via email, mail, a comment formon
the project website, and written and oral comments at the in-person open house. The following
agencies provided comment letters: 3"

3 Comments from consulting parties on the draft Section 106 Memorandum of Agreement are discussed in
Section 6.2. Section 4(f) concurrence letters are discussed in Section 6.3.
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e US Environmental Protection Agency.

e Minnesota Department of Natural Resources.
¢ Minnesota Department of Transportation.

¢ Minnesota Pollution Control Agency.

e Capitol Region Watershed District.

Appendix E and Appendix F include responses to agency comments and copies of the agency
comment letters, respectively. Appendix G and H included responses to public comments and copies
of the public comments received, respectively.



8. CONCLUSION

Based on the EA and its supporting documents, the Federal Transit Administration finds that pursuant
to 23 CFR § 771.121, there are no significant impacts on the environment associated with the
construction and operation of the Rush Line BRT project. Preparation of an Environmental Impact
Statement is not warranted.

Digitally signed by KELLEY
KELLEY BROOKINS
BROOK' NS I-:())aStlg:O?OIIJO.OS 15:31:41 October 5, 2021
Kelley Brookins Date of Approval

Regional Administrator
Federal Transit Administration, Region V



APPENDIX A

MITIGATION COMMITMENTS



MITIGATION COMMITMENTS

The mitigation measures and other features of the Rush Line BRT Project that avoid and minimize
adverse impacts are summarized in Table A-1. Permits and approvals that have been obtained or
may be required prior to project construction are listed in Table A-2. Implementation of these
mitigation commitments is part of the approval and issuance of this Finding of No Significant Impact.

This summary is provided to facilitate monitoring the implementation of the mitigation commitments;
however, the EA provides the context and full description of all mitigation commitments included in the
project. The Metropolitan Council will lead the process for engineering and construction of the project
and will establish a program for monitoring implementation of the mitigation commitments as part of its
project management oversight. The Federal Transit Administration will oversee the Metropolitan
Council’s program for monitoring environmental compliance through quarterly review meetings,
progress reports or other means specified by the Federal Transit Administration.



Table A-1: Summary of Commitments and Mitigation Measures

Resource

Area

‘Phase

Commitments and Mitigation Measures

Responsible
Party

Freight rail Operating None Not applicable
Construction | Construction activities that temporarily impact freight operations will be coordinated Metropolitan
with affected railroad companies, and property impacted during construction will be Council
restored to a condition that is comparable to its pre-construction use.
Transit Operating None Not applicable
Construction | Before temporary stop closures and detours go into effect, riders will be informed Metropolitan
about the temporary service changes by posting information at bus stops and Council
publishing details on the service provider's website.
Traffic Operating Recommended mitigation measures to alleviate identified queuingissues are included | Metropolitan

in Table 8 of the EA. These recommended mitigation measures will be incorporated
into the final design of the project if they are approved by the appropriate roadway
authority.

Council

Construction

Maintenance of traffic plans will be developed prior to construction to address
construction phasing, traffic signal operations, access through the work zone, road
closures and motorized and non-motorized traffic detours. Trucks will be routed away
from areas where children congregate, when possible.

Metropolitan
Council




Resource
Area

Pedestrians
and bicycles

‘Phase

Operating

’ Commitments and Mitigation Measures

The Ramsey County Rail Right-of-Way Design Guide32 was created to develop a safe
dedicated guideway and shared-use trail within the Ramsey County rail right-of-way
that fits in with the surrounding landscape and reflects relevant user, stakeholder and
public guidance. As engineering advances, the guiding principles from the Ramsey
County Rail Right-of-Way Design Guide will be used to inform the design work and
ensure the collective input received through public engagement activities is
incorporated.

Responsible
Party

Metropolitan
Council

Construction

Where temporary closures of bicycle and pedestrian facilities are required, detours will
be defined in construction phasing plans. Special facilities, such as handrails, fences,
barriers, ramps and walkways, may be required at some locations to maintain bicyclist
and pedestrian safety.

If crosswalks are temporarily closed, pedestrians will be directed to use alternate
crossings nearby. The closure of adjacent crosswalks will be avoided to allow for
continued pedestrian movement across streets. All sidewalks and crosswalks will be
required to meet minimum standards for accessibility and be free of slipping and
tripping hazards.

Metropolitan
Council

Parking,
driveways and
loading zones

Operating

As engineering advances, coordination with project area municipalities and impacted
residents and businesses will continue to further minimize parking impacts.

Metropolitan
Council

Construction

A construction staging plan will be developed to minimize impacts to parking and
driveways, signage will be provided to direct business patrons to streets where
parking is available and ongoing public outreach will be conducted to communicate
temporary closures.

Metropolitan
Council

% Available in the project library at https://www.ramseycounty.us/residents/roads-transit/transit-corridors-studies/rus h-line-brt-project/project-library.
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Resource
Area

’ Commitments and Mitigation Measures

Responsible
Party

Neighborhoods | Operating None Not applicable
and community [ onstryction | Measures to mitigate temporary impacts will include installing signage and signal Metropolitan
resources controls, providing alternate access when needed and providing adequate public Council
notice about detours and closures. A communications plan for the project’s
construction phase will be developed as the project advances.
Land Operating The Metropolitan Council will acquire property in accordance with Minnesota Statutes, | Metropolitan
acquisitions chapter 117, and the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Council

and relocations

Policies Act of 1970, as amended (Public Law 91-646; 49 CFR Part 24).

Construction

Property impacted by temporary easements will be restored to a condition that is
comparable to its pre-construction use.

Metropolitan
Council

Economics Operating None Not applicable
Construction | Mitigation measures for construction-phase impacts will include outreach to Metropolitan
businesses and providing maintenance of traffic; maintaining access for pedestrians, | Council
bicycles and motorists; providing business signage; and providing advance
communication regarding construction activities.
Visual Operating Visual impacts were considered as part of the project definition and are included in Metropolitan
resources Table 16 of the EA. Design and construction best practices will be used to avoid, Council

minimize and mitigate impacts of the project on neighboring properties and
communities. As engineering advances, the guiding principles from the Ramsey
County Rail Right-of-Way Design Guide?? will be used to inform the design work and
ensure input received through the public engagement activities is incorporated.

Construction

None

Not applicable

% Available in the project library at https://www.ramseycounty.us/residents/roads-transit/transit-corridors-studies/rush-line-brt-project/project-library.
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Resource
Area

Cultural
resources

Operating

’ Commitments and Mitigation Measures

Resolution of the adverse effects to the Lake Superior & Mississippi Railroad Corridor
Historic District: Saint Paul to White Bear Lake Segment, the Lake Superior &
Mississippi Railroad Corridor Historic District: White Bear Lake to Hugo Segment and
the three remnants of the 1868 Alignment of the Lake Superior & Mississippi Railroad
was coordinated with Section 106 consulting parties and is documented in a
Memorandum of Agreement (see Appendix B).

Responsible
Party

Metropolitan
Council

Construction

A Construction Protection Plan for Historic Properties will be prepared for Phalen Park
that will include measures recommended to minimize or avoid unintended damage to
the historic property during construction. A consultation meeting will be held before the
60 percent plans are finalized to determine whether a Construction Protection Plan for
Historic Properties is necessary for the other three historic properties that may be
temporarily affected by construction (Westminster Junction, Madeline L. Weaver
Elementary School and Saint Paul, Stillwater & Taylors Falls/Chicago, Saint Paul,
Minneapolis & Omaha Railroad Corridor Historic District). These measures are
included in the Section 106 Memorandum of Agreement (see Appendix B).

Metropolitan
Council

Environmental
justice

Operating

While the project will not have a disproportionately high or adverse effect on minority
and low-income populations, the project is committed to minimizing or avoiding
impacts to those populations. Project mitigation measures identified for parking,
driveways and loading zones; neighborhoods and community resources; land
acquisitions and relocations; economics; visual resources; and cultural resources
support the goal of not impacting low-income and minority populations.

Metropolitan
Council

Construction

The project is committed to minimizing or avoiding impacts to environmental justice
populations. Project mitigation measures identified for parking, driveways and loading
zones; neighborhoods and community resources; land acquisitions and relocations;
economics; visual resources; cultural resources; and noise and vibration supportthe
goal of not impacting low-income and minority populations.

Metropolitan
Council




Resource
Area

Safety and
security

Operating

’ Commitments and Mitigation Measures

The stations will include components essential for traveler safety and security
including wheelchair ramps, lighting, security systems and information displays. The
level boarding platforms will have a 2-foot-long detectable warning strip at the edge of
the platform to warn pedestrians about the grade change between the platform and
the pavement. If stations have significant grade changes or retaining walls, station
platforms will have fencing on the side not used to access the buses. Stations will also
feature video monitoring and emergency telephones. A public-address system will
convey information to people with impaired hearing, complying with federal Americans
with Disabilities Act requirements.

The Metro Transit Police Department and local law enforcement authorities will be
jointly responsible for the safety and security of the project’s facilities and environs.
These agencies already have in place policies to protect and secure transit-users and
the public. Metro Transit’s licensed police force enforces public safety on the transit
system, and it will routinely patrol and secure the project’s stations, dedicated
guideway and BRT vehicles, as well as bus routes and stops.

Responsible
Party

Metropolitan
Council

Construction

Coordination with local law enforcement and emergency response personnel will
occur to develop a Safety and Security Management Plan and a Safety and Security
Certification Plan, which will specify applicable safety and security precautions for the
project.

Detour routes will be identified for pedestrian, bicycle and vehicular traffic as
necessary to safely reroute users around the construction zone.

Metropolitan
Council

Utilities

Operating

The locations of existing utilities in the project area will be confirmed as engineering
advances so that the design can be refined to best avoid utilities, where practicable.
Where conflict is unavoidable, coordination with utility owners will identify project-
related impacts and potential mitigation measures such as utility modification,
relocation or replacement.

Metropolitan
Council

Construction

Service disruptions due to utility relocations are anticipated to be minimal, and
providers will establish temporary connections for customers before permanently
relocating utilities facilities.

Metropolitan
Council




Resource ‘ Phase ’ Commitments and Mitigation Measures Responsible

Area Party

Surface waters | Operating If, after final design is completed, the project results in fill within identified floodplains, | Metropolitan
an analysis of the corresponding change in base flood elevation will be completed to Council
determine if the fill results in adverse impacts that require additional mitigation. If
mitigation is required, compensatory storage at a 1:1 replacement ratio within the
same floodplain reach will be provided. Any unavoidable impacts will be coordinated
with cities and watershed districts.

Itis anticipated that impacts to jurisdictional wetlands could be authorized by the
Section 404 Transportation Regional General Permit. Additionally, Wetland
Conservation Act approvals will be required for any impacts to wetlands within the
regulatory boundaries of the city of Saint Paul, Ramsey-Washington Metro Watershed
District, Vadnais Lake Area Watershed Management Organization and Minnesota
Department of Transportation. Any impacts to aquatic resources on the Public Waters
Inventory will require a public waters work permit from the Minnesota Department of
Natural Resources.

Mitigation will vary based on the regulatory nature of the individual wetlands impacted.
The Capitol Region Watershed District and Ramsey-Washington Metro Watershed
District require all impacts to be replaced at a minimum of a 1:1 replacement ratio
within the same sub-watershed. Any remaining mitigation could be provided through
the purchase of wetland mitigation bank credits based on Minnesota Wetland
Conservation Act Replacement Standards. The US Army Corps of Engineers’ current
replacement ratio for wetland credits in the project areais 2.5:1; however, under
certain conditions, including providing replacement within the same watershed or in
advance of construction, the ratio may be reduced to 2:1. The final amount, type and
location of wetland replacement or bank credits will be determined during the permit
review process, which will occur during final design.

Other permits related to stormwater management, erosion control or stream crossings
may be required and will be determined as project design advances.

Construction | See operating phase mitigation measures. All anticipated aquatic resource impacts Metropolitan
are considered permanent at this stage of design. If construction activities result in Council
temporary aquatic resource impacts, the areas will be restored in accordance with the
Section 404 Transportation Regional General Permit.




Resource
Area

Water quality
and stormwater

‘Phase

Operating

’ Commitments and Mitigation Measures

The project must meet the standards and requirements of and receive applicable
approvals from the Capitol Region Watershed District, Ramsey-Washington Metro
Watershed District, Vadnais Lake Area Water Management Organization and Rice
Creek Watershed District. The project will also be required to receive a National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit from the Minnesota Pollution Control
Agency.

For potential stormwater management features within Minnesota Department of
Transportation right-of-way, the approach will be to use surface practices and to avoid
the use of underground systems or tree trenches. Any proposed locations within
Minnesota Department of Transportation right-of-way will be further discussed with the
Minnesota Department of Transportation as engineering advances.

Responsible
Party

Metropolitan
Council

Construction

In accordance with the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System construction
stormwater permit and, to the extent authorized or required by law, watershed district
and municipality requirements, a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan will be
developed for the construction phase of the project.

Metropolitan
Council

Geology,
groundwater
and soils

Operating

None

Not applicable

Construction

If dewatering is needed during construction, a water appropriation permit will be
required from the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources to dewater in excess of
10,000 gallons a day. If poorly drained soils are removed, the excavated soils will
need to be disposed of off-site or reused in areas that do not require consolidated
soils. If needed, retaining walls and soil stabilization treatments will be utilized to
mitigate the potential for erosion. All project-related construction activities will, to the
extent authorized or required by law, adhere to appropriate standards for grading and
erosion control and applicable permitting requirements of the Minnesota Pollution
Control Agency, Minnesota Department of Transportation, watershed districts and the
project area cities.

Metropolitan
Council




Resource
Area

Hazardous
materials

‘Phase

Operating

’ Commitments and Mitigation Measures

The Metropolitan Council will be responsible for performing site mitigation to achieve
acceptable environmental conditions. If necessary, the Metropolitan Council will enroll
in the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency’s Brownfield Program to obtain assurances
that contaminated site cleanup work and/or contaminated site acquisition will not
associate the agency with long-term environmental liability for contamination and to
obtain approvals for any contamination management and cleanup plans.

Responsible
Party

Metropolitan
Council

Construction

A Response Action Plan and Construction Contingency Plan will be developed to
outline the methods for identifying, segregating and handling contaminated soil and/or
groundwater that may be encountered during construction. These plans will be
submitted to the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency for review and approval prior to
construction.

The Metropolitan Council will hire an environmental construction oversight contractor,
if necessary, to help manage known and unknown contaminated and regulated
materials and to make sure that these materials are handled in accordance with all
appropriate federal, state and local regulations. Prior to the demolition of any
structures, assessments for asbestos-containing materials, lead-based paint and other
regulated materials/wastes will be performed. A demolition and disposal plan will be
prepared for any identified contaminants that may be encountered during construction.

Metropolitan
Council

Noise and
vibration

Operating

None

Not applicable

Construction

A detailed noise and vibration control plan will be prepared to mitigate short-term

noise and vibration resulting from construction activities. A noise control engineer or
acoustician will work with the contractor to prepare anoise and vibration control plan
in conjunction with the contractor’s specific equipment and methods of construction.

Metropolitan
Council

Air quality

Operating

None

Not applicable

Construction

Traffic mitigation measures will be developed before construction begins to establish
detour routes and maintain traffic flow. Where applicable and prudent, measures
recommended by the US Environmental Protection Agency to reduce short-term
construction impacts to air quality will be implemented, and construction best

management practices will be implemented to control dust.

Metropolitan
Council




Resource
Area

Protected
species and
wildlife habitat

‘Phase

Operating

’ Commitments and Mitigation Measures

The Ramsey County Rail Right-of-Way Design Guide3* includes provisions to
preserve existing quality landscapes and enhance the corridor with ecologically
beneficial, resilient and low-maintenance habitat. As engineering advances, the
guiding principles fromthe Ramsey County Rail Right-of-Way Design Guide will be
used to inform the design work and ensure the collective input received through public
engagement activities is incorporated. If project design changes or new information
reveals potential effects to proposed or listed species or critical habitat to an extent not
covered in the initial Section 7 consultation, additional coordination with the US Fish
and Wildlife Service will occur.

Responsible
Party

Metropolitan
Council

Construction

Wildlife-friendly erosion control methods will minimize impacts to wildlife. Areas
disturbed by construction will be stabilized with interim and final erosion and sediment
control measures, including the utilization of construction activity best management
practices (e.qg., cleaning all equipment before moving to another site) as well as
seeding plans that will inhibit the spread of invasive species or noxious weeds. The
number of active construction areas will be limited to the minimum number needed to
construct the project as required by construction permits, and inactive disturbed areas
will be stabilized with seeding and other forms of erosion control best management
practices.

To avoid incidental impacts to the Blanding’s turtle, standard best management
practices for construction established by the Minnesota Department of Natural
Resources will be followed.

To minimize and mitigate potential impacts to the northern long-eared bat, the project
will minimize mature tree impactin densely forested areas and clear trees during
winter months (defined as November 1 to March 31).

To mitigate potential impacts to the rusty-patched bumble bee, initial disturbance of
potential habitat areas will be limited to timeframes outside of the active season (April
to October) and disturbed areas within the high potential zone will be reseeded with
pollinator-friendly native seed mixes that benefitthe species.

Metropolitan
Council

% Available in the project library at https://www.ramseycounty.us/residents/roads-transit/transit-corridors-studies/rus h-line-brt-project/project-library.



https://www.ramseycounty.us/residents/roads-transit/transit-corridors-studies/rush-line-brt-project/project-library

Resource
Area

Indirect and
cumulative
effects

‘Phase

’ Commitments and Mitigation Measures

Responsible
Party

for the above resource areas.

Operating The proposed crossings over Highway 36 and 1-694 will provide adequate space to Metropolitan
not preclude reasonably foreseeable future highway expansion. Council
Construction | No additional avoidance, minimization or mitigation measures beyond those identified | None




Table A-2: Permits and Approvals Required

| Agency
Federal Approvals

| Permit/Approval ‘

Federal Transit Administration

Environmental decision document

Section 4(f) determination

Section 106 Memorandum of Agreement

Federal Highway Administration

Right-of-way use agreement

Environmental decision document

US Army Corps of Engineers

Section 404 permit

United States Fish and Wildlife
Service

Section 7 concurrence

State Approvals

Minnesota Department of
Natural Resources

Water appropriation permit (if needed)

Public waters work permit

State Historic Preservation
Office

Section 106 Memorandum of Agreement

Minnesota Department of
Transportation

Right-of-way permit

Limited use permit (if needed)

Application for drainage permit

Application for utility accommodation on trunk highway right-of-
way

Application for miscellaneous work on trunk highway right-of-
way

Wetland Conservation Act Replacement Plan approval

Minnesota Pollution Control
Agency

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit

Section 401 Water Quality Certification (anticipated to be
authorized by a certification for the Section 404 permit)

Industrial groundwater pump-out general permit (if needed)

Local Approvals (to the extent authorized or required by law)

Ramsey County

Environmental decision document for the state environmental
process

Excavation and obstruction permit

City of Saint Paul

Road crossing/right-of-way permits

Grading/building permits

Wetland Conservation Act Replacement Plan approval

Local parkland diversion review

Heritage Preservation design review




| Agency | Permit/Approval
City of Maplewood Road crossing/right-of-way permits

Grading/building permits

City of Vadnais Heights Road crossing/right-of-way permits
Grading/building permits

Erosion/sediment control/stormwater permit

City of Gem Lake Grading permit

Tree alteration permit (if necessary)
Erosion/sediment control/stormwater permit

City of White Bear Lake Road crossing/right-of-way permits
Grading/building permits
Erosion/sediment control/stormwater permit

Municipal consent for trunk highway work within the municipality
(access change and acquisition of permanent right-of-way)3%

Capitol Region Watershed Erosion/sediment control/stormwater permit

District Wetland Conservation Act Replacement Plan approval
Ramsey-Washington Metro Erosion/sediment control/stormwater/flood control permit
Watershed District Wetland Conservation Act Replacement Plan approval
Vadnais Lake Area Water Wetland Conservation Act Replacement Plan approval

Management Organization

Rice Creek Watershed District Erosion/sediment control/stormwater permit

Metropolitan Council Sanitary sewer discharge permit (if needed)
Environmental Services

% Per Minnesota Statutes, sections 161.162 through 161.167, municipal approval is required for any Minnesota
Department of Transportation trunk highway projects that alter access, increase or reduce highway traffic
capacity, or require acquisition of permanent right-of-way. Acquisition of right-of-way for the Minnesota
Department of Transportation will be required at the intersection of Highway 61 and White Bear Avenue and the
intersection of Highway 61 and Whitaker Street. Additionally, a driveway off of Highway 61 north of Whitaker
Street is proposed to be closed as part of the Rush Line BRT Project. Therefore, municipal consent willbe
needed from the city of White Bear Lake.



APPENDIX B

SECTION 106
MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT



MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT
BETWEEN
THE FEDERAL TRANSIT ADMINISTRATION
AND
THE MINNESOTA STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE
REGARDING
THE RUSH LINE BUS RAPID TRANSIT PROJECT,
RAMSEY COUNTY, MINNESOTA

WHEREAS, Ramsey County, Minnesota, on behalf of the Ramsey County Regional
Railroad Authority (RCRRA) and in conjunction with the Metropolitan Council are proposing to
construct the Rush Line Bus Rapid Transit Project (the “Project”), a fifteen (15)-mile long bus
rapid transit (BRT) project with twenty-one (21) stations and three (3) park-and-ride facilities;
four (4) of the twenty-one (21) stations are proposed to be constructed under the METRO Gold
Line Bus Rapid Transit Project; two (2) of the park-and-ride facilities propose to use existing
surface lots and/or parking structures and the other proposes the construction of a new parking
structure; the Project extends along a northerly and easterly alignment in mixed traffic or in a
dedicated guideway, connecting downtown Saint Paul with the suburban municipalities of
Maplewood, Vadnais Heights, Gem Lake, White Bear Lake, and White Bear Township,
Minnesota, as depicted in Attachment A;

WHEREAS, the United States Department of Transportation, Federal Transit
Administration (FTA), may fund the Project and has determined it is an undertaking subject to
the requirements of 36 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] Part 800, the regulations
implementing Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (54 United States Code
[USC] § 306108);

WHEREAS, although Ramsey County has served as the local lead agency for the
purposes of compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and, in conjunction
with the FTA, prepared an Environmental Assessment to satisfy both NEPA and the Minnesota
Environmental Policy Act, it is anticipated that the Metropolitan Council will serve as the Project
sponsor and federal grantee, lead the process for engineering and construction, obtain the
approvals and permits to undertake the Project as required by law, and operate the Project;

WHEREAS, the United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) may issue a
Department of Army (DA) permit authorizing the discharge of dredged or fill material in
conjunction with Project construction pursuant to 33 USC § 11 and Section 404 of the Clean
Water Act (Section 404), 33 USC §§ 1251-1376, as amended, and has determined the issuance of
a DA permit is an undertaking subject to the requirements of Section 106 and 36 CFR Part 800
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and, pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.2(a)(2) on November 8, 2019, the USACE designated FTA as the
lead Federal agency for the Project to fulfill their responsibilities under Section 106;

WHEREAS, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) may issue an approval for an
interstate right-of-way use agreement between the Metropolitan Council and the State of
Minnesota, acting through the Minnesota Department of Transportation (MnDOT), for a portion
of the Project’s preferred alternative pursuant to 23 CFR Part 810, Subpart C and 23 CFR Part
710, Subpart D § 710.405, and has determined this approval is an undertaking subject to the
requirements of Section 106 and 36 CFR Part 800, and pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.2(a)(2) on
September 15, 2020, FHWA requested FTA to be the lead Federal agency for the Project to
fulfill their responsibilities under Section 106 and FTA agreed to be the lead Federal agency on
September 25, 2020;

WHEREAS, FTA initiated Section 106 consultation with the Minnesota State Historic
Preservation Office (MnSHPO) in a letter dated September 5, 2018, and shall continue to consult
with MnSHPO under the terms of this Memorandum of Agreement (MOA);

WHEREAS, pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.2(a)(3) on September 5, 2018, FTA authorized
RCRRA and the MnDOT Cultural Resources Unit (CRU) to work directly with MnSHPO on
FTA’s behalf, with FTA remaining responsible for designating consulting parties and making all
findings and determinations pursuant to 36 CFR Part 800 and this MOA shall supersede that
authorization with RCRRA and MnDOT CRU having no role in the implementation of the
MOA;

WHEREAS, FTA recognizes it has a unique legal relationship with Federally recognized
Indian tribes (Tribes) set forth in the Constitution of the United States, treaties, statutes, and
court decisions, and that consultation with Tribes must, therefore, recognize the government-to-
government relationship between the Federal government and the Tribes;

WHEREAS, pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.2(c)(2)(ii), upon initiation of the Section 106
consultation for the Project, FTA notified the following Tribes and invited their participation in
consultation for the Project and, pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.14(b) and (f), invited these Tribes to
participate in the development of this MOA: 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, and no Tribes have requested to participate in consultation
for the Project or in the development of this MOA;

WHEREAS, although no Tribes have requested to participate in the development of this
MOA, FTA shall re-initiate consultation with Tribes that may attach religious and/or cultural
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significance to historic properties that may be identified under the terms of this MOA, as
appropriate;

WHEREAS, pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.4(a)(1), FTA and MnDOT CRU, in consultation
with MnSHPO and other Consulting Parties, have defined an Area of Potential Effects (APE) for
the Project as documented in Attachment B to this MOA, and FTA may need to revise the
Project APE as design and construction advances and, if needed, shall do so in consultation per
the terms of this MOA;

WHEREAS, FTA, in consultation with MnSHPO and other Consulting Parties, has
undertaken surveys of portions of the Project APE to identify historic properties as defined by 36
CFR § 800.16(1) that are listed in, or eligible for inclusion in, the National Register of Historic
Places (National Register); FTA has identified twenty-eight (28) historic properties either listed
in, or eligible for inclusion in, the National Register, as noted in Attachment C; and as the design
and construction advances, FTA may need to conduct additional survey to identify and evaluate
historic properties that could be affected by the Project and, if needed, shall do so in consultation
per the terms of this MOA;

WHEREAS, FTA has determined in consultation with MnSHPO and other Consulting
Parties that Project construction will have no adverse effect on fourteen (14) historic properties;
these properties are noted in Attachment C;

WHEREAS, FTA has determined in consultation with MnSHPO and other Consulting
Parties that Project construction will have no adverse effect on nine (9) historic properties,
provided measures identified in this MOA are implemented; these properties are noted in
Attachment C;

WHEREAS, FTA has determined in consultation with MnSHPO and other Consulting
Parties that 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-NPROO1), three (3) individually eligible 1868 Alignments of the LS&M
Railroad (XX-RRD-NPR002, XX-RRD-NPR003, and XX-RRD-NPR004), and the LS&M
Railroad Historic District: White Bear Lake to Hugo Segment (XX-RRD-NPRO005), that the
adverse effects cannot be avoided, and measures are included in this MOA to resolve these
adverse effects;

WHEREAS, in accordance with 36 CFR § 800.6(a)(1) on January 19, 2021, FTA
notified the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) of its adverse effect
determination with specified documentation and the ACHP has chosen not to participate in the
consultation pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.6(a)(1)(iii);
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WHEREAS, FTA and MnDOT CRU, in consultation with MnSHPO and other
Consulting Parties, have assessed potential Project effects on historic properties and have
considered ways to avoid, minimize and/or mitigate adverse effects, have agreed upon measures
for minimizing and mitigating the identified adverse effects, as outlined in this MOA, and this
MOA provides for additional consultation to assess effects and resolve adverse effects should the
Project scope change;

WHEREAS, FTA has consulted with the municipalities of Saint Paul, Maplewood,
Vadnais Heights, Gem Lake, and White Bear Lake, White Bear Township, and the Maplewood
and Saint Paul Heritage Preservation Commissions (HPCs), and FTA has invited all of these
entities to sign this MOA as Concurring Parties;

WHEREAS, FTA also invited the Maplewood Area Historical Society, White Bear Lake
Area Historical Society, Ramsey County Historical Society, LS&M Railroad, Minnesota
Transportation Museum, and Northern Pacific Historical Association to be consulting parties to
the Project, and the Maplewood Area Historical Society and White Bear Lake Area Historical
Society accepted and FTA has invited these entities to sign this MOA as Concurring Parties;

WHEREAS, FTA invited Ramsey County and MnDOT to be Concurring Parties to this
MOA, and Ramsey County has accepted that invitation and participated in consultation to
develop this MOA;

WHEREAS, FTA invited the Metropolitan Council, USACE, and FHWA to be Invited
Signatories to this MOA, and all accepted that invitation and participated in consultation to
develop this MOA;

WHEREAS, this MOA was developed with appropriate public involvement pursuant to
36 CFR § 800.2(d) and § 800.6(a)(4); the public involvement has been coordinated with the
public review and comment conducted by FTA and Ramsey County to comply with NEPA, as
amended, pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.8(a);

WHEREAS, there are provisions in this MOA for any subsequent public involvement in
the Section 106 review process, including notification of the Project’s adverse effects to historic
properties pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.6(a)(3), following the publication of the NEPA
Environmental Assessment and these provisions shall be coordinated through public
communication methods in a way that is commensurate with the type and scale of public input
being sought;
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WHEREAS, the Signatories, Invited Signatories, and Concurring Parties, are all
considered Consulting Parties pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.2(c) and their roles described herein are
consistent with those described in 36 CFR § 800.6(c)(1), (2), and (3), respectively;

WHEREAS, the Metropolitan Council shall implement the Project and shall complete
the stipulations of this MOA, and FTA shall be responsible for ensuring that implementation of
the Project meets the terms of this MOA; and

NOW, THEREFORE, FTA and MnSHPO agree that the Project shall be implemented
in accordance with the following stipulations in order to take into account the effects of the
Project on historic properties.

Stipulations

The FTA, with the assistance of the Metropolitan Council, shall ensure that the following
measures are carried out:

L Applicability

A. If the Metropolitan Council applies for additional federal funding or approvals for the
Project from a Federal agency that is not party to this MOA, the Federal agency may
remain individually responsible for their undertaking under 36 CFR Part 800.
Alternatively, if the undertaking as described herein remains unchanged, such funding
or approving Federal agency may request in writing to FTA and MnSHPO of their
desire to designate FTA as lead Federal agency for the undertaking pursuant to 36
CFR § 800.2(a)(2) and to become a Consulting Party to this MOA pursuant to
Paragraph B of this Stipulation.

B. If during the implementation of this MOA, FTA identifies other agencies, tribes,
individuals, and organizations with a demonstrated interest in the undertaking due to
the nature of their legal or economic relation to the Project or affected properties, or
due to their concern with the Project’s effects on historic properties, FTA may offer
such entities Consulting Party status pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.2(c) and/or invite
them to become party to this MOA, with notification to the other Consulting Parties.

i. If FTA invites an entity to become an Invited Signatory, the party may accept this
status by agreeing in writing to the terms of this MOA and so notifying FTA. If
the entity agrees to become an Invited Signatory and MnSHPO, USACE, FHWA,
and the Metropolitan Council have no objections, FTA shall follow Stipulation
XVII to amend this MOA.
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ii. If FTA invites an entity to become a Concurring Party, the entity may accept this
status by agreeing in writing to the terms of this MOA and so notifying FTA.
Because Concurring Parties have no responsibility for implementation of this
MOA, FTA may add such parties to the consultation process without formal
amendment of this MOA. The FTA shall notify the Consulting Parties of any
entities who agree to become a Concurring Party.

C. The Project is expected to have several construction contracts or bid packages that
may be considered independently for the purposes of consultation pursuant to this
MOA. In these instances, the Project status (e.g., design stage or construction) may be
considered specific to the contract or element without applying to the entire Project.

D. For the purposes of this MOA, the use of the term “construction” includes major
Project construction, as well as any advanced construction as described in Paragraph
C of this Stipulation, and under any given construction contract or bid package is
defined as demolition activities, earthwork, staging, and construction of Project
infrastructure and related improvements.

II. Standards

A. All work carried out pursuant to this MOA shall meet the Secretary of the Interior’s
(SOI) Standards for Archaeology and Historic Preservation (48 FR § 44716) and/or
the SOI’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties (36 CFR Part 68), as
applicable (individually or collectively, SOI Standards). Documentation for
determinations of eligibility and findings of effect shall meet 36 CFR § 800.11, the
SOI Standards, the National Park Service’s Bulletins, and MnSHPO survey and
reporting guidance, as appropriate. Documentation of historic properties for the
purposes of resolving adverse effects under Stipulation XII, may follow either the
SOI Standards or another appropriate documentation standard that is agreed upon in
writing by both FTA and MnSHPO.

B. The FTA shall ensure all activities carried out pursuant to this MOA are done by, or
under the direct supervision of, historic preservation professional(s) who meet the
SOI’s Professional Qualification Standards (48 FR §§ 44738-44739) in the
appropriate field(s) for the activity (SOI-Qualified Professionals).

i. The Metropolitan Council shall employ or contract with SOI-Qualified
Professional(s) to advise the Metropolitan Council in implementing this MOA and
to assist FTA as required (hereafter, referred to as the “Metropolitan Council’s
Preservation Lead”). The Metropolitan Council shall notify all parties to this
MOA once an individual is selected to serve as its Preservation Lead. The
notification shall include the Preservation Lead’s contact information. If the
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ii.

Metropolitan Council contracts with an individual, the notification shall also
include the name and contact information for the Metropolitan Council staff
member responsible for the contract. The reporting process outlined in Stipulation
XV shall also document the name and contact information for the Preservation
Lead.

The FTA and the Metropolitan Council shall ensure that consultants retained for
services pursuant to implementation of this MOA are SOI-Qualified
Professionals, or in the instance of other allied professions not covered by the
SOI’s Professional Qualification Standards, they shall meet other nationally
recognized standards or licensure/certification requirements for the profession, as
applicable. Whenever possible, individuals in allied professions should have a
minimum of five (5) years of experience working with historic properties.

C. The FTA acknowledges that Tribes possess special expertise in assessing the National
Register eligibility of properties with religious and cultural significance to their
Tribe(s). If a Tribe requests, or if FTA otherwise offers and the Tribe accepts,
Consulting Party status under this MOA, FTA shall seek input from the Tribe to
determine whether a SOI-Qualified Professional is qualified to assess a property’s

potential religious or cultural significance to the Tribe under National Register
criteria.

III.  Deliverables and Consulting Party Review Procedures

A. To facilitate review, submittals to Consulting Parties may be limited to the portions of
the Project plans that illustrate the manner in which the Project may affect historic
properties. Additional plans may be provided to Consulting Parties upon request.

B. The Consulting Parties shall be given an opportunity to review and provide comments
on all findings, determinations, documents, and deliverables.

ii.

For all findings, determinations, documents, and deliverables that are directly
related to construction activities and submitted for review during Project
Construction, the Consulting Parties shall have fifteen (15) calendar days to
review and provide comments, unless otherwise specified.

For all findings, determinations, documents, and deliverables that are not related
to construction activities or that are submitted for review prior to or after Project
construction, the Consulting Parties shall have thirty (30) calendar days to review
and provide comments, unless otherwise specified.
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C. If the deliverable is a draft document, any written comments provided within the
review and comment period shall be considered in the preparation of the final
document. If there are any comments that are not feasible to incorporate into the final
document, FTA shall provide an explanation to the Consulting Parties as part of
issuing the final document. If no comments on a draft document are provided within
the specified review timeframe, FTA, at its discretion, may consider the draft
document final with notification to Consulting Parties.

D. Should FTA and MnSHPO be unable to reach agreement on eligibility
determinations, findings of effect, or resolution of adverse effects, FTA shall consult
with MnSHPO to resolve the disagreement in accordance with Stipulation XVI.

E. All review timeframes may be extended by mutual consent between FTA and
MnSHPO in consultation with the Metropolitan Council and with notification to the
other Consulting Parties. Failure of any Consulting Party to respond within the
specified timeframe shall not preclude FTA from proceeding to the next step of any
process under this MOA.

IV. FTA Review of Project Plans

A. The Project plans (drawings, specifications, special provisions, appendices, etc.),
including plans for temporary construction-related work, shall effectively meet the
Project purpose and need, while avoiding, minimizing, and/or mitigating adverse
effects to historic properties. Throughout the Project design development process, the
Metropolitan Council’s Preservation Lead shall advise the Metropolitan Council in
their efforts to meet this goal. The Project plans shall also follow Stipulations V and
VI, when applicable.

B. At its own discretion, including in response to the request of any Consulting Party,
FTA, with the assistance of the Metropolitan Council or their Preservation Lead, may
convene a meeting(s) or use other appropriate means to obtain Consulting Party input
on Project design development. At a minimum, a Consulting Party meeting(s) shall be
held prior to the finalization of the 60% Project plans to discuss vegetative screening,
as required in Stipulation V.B, and to facilitate Consulting Party review of certain
Project elements, as required by Stipulation VI.B. That meeting may also include
discussion of whether construction protection measures are required for certain
historic properties, as outlined in Stipulation VIL.A. If a meeting is held, FTA or the
Metropolitan Council shall distribute meeting materials, as appropriate, in advance of
the meeting. These meeting materials may include, but are not limited to, agendas and
Project plans. The Consulting Parties may provide input in writing following the
receipt of materials during the specified review time, during the meeting if one is
held, or both. The FTA and the Metropolitan Council shall record and consider all
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Consulting Party input received pursuant to this Stipulation as Project plans are
further developed.

C. The Metropolitan Council’s Preservation Lead shall review all Project plans at the 30,
60, 90, and 100 percent (%), or equivalent, design stages. The Metropolitan Council’s
Preservation Lead shall also review any modifications made to the 100% Project
plans, whether those changes are made prior to, or during, Project construction.

i. At each stage of the review, the Metropolitan Council’s Preservation Lead shall
recommend to FTA whether revisions are necessary to the Project’s APE, whether
any Project design changes may result in a change to FTA’s finding of effect,
whether the design requirements of Stipulation V have been met, and whether the
plans incorporate commitments made to the Consulting Parties through
consultation under Stipulations VI and XII.

a. IfFTA agrees revisions to the APE are necessary, they shall be completed
pursuant to Stipulation IX.

b. If FTA agrees the previously made finding of effect remains valid, design-
related requirements have been met, and all commitments reached during
consultation have been incorporated into Project design, the FTA shall notify
the Consulting Parties of its findings. Unless otherwise noted in Subparagraph
C.ii of this Stipulation, notification may be completed through the reporting
process outlined in Stipulation XV.

c. IfFTA agrees that the previously made finding of effect is no longer valid, if
design-related requirements have not been met, or if commitments reached
during consultation are not incorporated into Project design, then FTA shall
make a new finding of effect with the assistance of the Metropolitan Council’s
Preservation Lead pursuant to Stipulation XI.

ii. For Project elements requiring Consulting Party review under Stipulation VI, the
30% and 60% Project plans shall be submitted to Consulting Parties for review
and comment pursuant to Stipulation III, along with FTA notification. The 90%
and 100% Project plans and any modifications to the 100% Project plans do not
need to be submitted to the Consulting Parties unless the Metropolitan Council or
FTA is requesting additional feedback on the design of specific Project elements,
or if a Consulting Party so requests.

iii. If Project construction has begun and a modification of the 100% Project plans is
within 100 feet of a known historic property, the Metropolitan Council shall not
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allow any destructive activities related to the Project modification to begin until
FTA has completed their reviews under this Stipulation.

D. Project-induced transit-oriented development is anticipated near BRT station areas
and has the potential to cause indirect effects to historic properties. The Metropolitan
Council, with the assistance of the Metropolitan Council’s Preservation Lead, shall
participate in station area planning for stations located near certain historic properties
to ensure the historic properties are incorporated into the station area planning
process. If any of the station area plans are formally adopted by local municipalities
prior to the start of revenue service, the Metropolitan Council shall notify the FTA
and FTA shall assess the need to adjust the Project APE pursuant to Stipulation IX
and/or revise the finding of effect for any historic properties pursuant to Stipulation
XI. To minimize the potential for adverse indirect effects due to transit-oriented
development, station area planning for the following stations shall consider nearby
historic properties:

i.  10th Street Station: Foot, Schulze & Company Building, Produce Exchange
Building

ii. Olive Street Station: Great Northern Railroad Corridor, Westminster Junction

iii. Cayuga Street Station: Great Northern Railroad Corridor, Westminster Junction,
StPS&TF/Omaha Road Railroad Corridor Historic District

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

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

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

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

viii. Larpenteur Avenue Station: LS&M Railroad Corridor Historic District

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

x. Highway 36 Station: LS&M Railroad Corridor Historic District
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xi.

Buerkle Road Station: LS&M Railroad Corridor Historic District

xii. Whitaker Street Station: LS&M Railroad Corridor Historic District

V. Design Requirements

A. In order to minimize and/or avoid adverse effects to the Lowertown Historic District,
Saint Paul Union Depot, Great Northern Railroad Corridor Historic District,
Westminster Junction, StPS& TF/Omaha Road Railroad Corridor Historic District,
Johnson Parkway, Phalen Park, Moose Lodge 963, and Madeline L. Weaver
Elementary School, the Metropolitan Council, with the assistance of the Metropolitan

Council’s Preservation Lead and input from Consulting Parties, as necessary, shall

follow these design requirements to the extent feasible while still meeting the
Project’s purpose and needs:

ii.

iii.

iv.

Lowertown Historic District and Saint Paul Union Depot: Project elements at
Union Depot Station shall be located within the portion of the train deck
previously modified for existing modern bus infrastructure and shall be designed
in conformance with the SOI Standards.

Phalen Park and Johnson Parkway: The trail connection to the noncontributing
Bruce Vento Regional Trail in Phalen Park shall be blended visually and
materially by mimicking the profile and appearance of the existing trail.

Moose Lodge 963: Project elements near Moose Lodge 963, including but not
limited to the Frost Avenue Station and Gateway Trail Underpass, shall be
designed in conformance with the SOI Standards.

StPS&TF/Omaha Road Railroad Corridor Historic District, Johnson Parkway, and
Phalen Park: Vegetative screening shall be preserved or reestablished between
certain Project elements and the historic properties. Whenever possible,
preservation of existing native vegetation in place is preferred. If the preservation
of existing vegetation is not possible or does not provide adequate screening for
structural Project elements, as determined by FTA with the assistance of the
Metropolitan Council’s Preservation Lead, then reestablishment of vegetation
shall be considered. Reestablishment of vegetative screening shall consider
existing vegetation conditions and proposed Project elements. The Metropolitan
Council’s Preservation Lead shall advise the Metropolitan Council throughout the
design process. The following Project elements and historic properties are subject
to this requirement:
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a. Arcade Street Station in relation to the StPS&TF/Omaha Road Railroad
Corridor Historic District.

b. Maryland Avenue Station and the Ramsey County rail right-of-way in relation
to Johnson Parkway and Phalen Park.

c. Frost Street Station and Gateway Trail Underpass in relation to Moose Lodge
963.

B. If necessary during the course of design development, FTA, with the assistance of the
Metropolitan Council’s Preservation Lead, shall identify the method and appropriate
points at which to gain input from MnSHPO, other Consulting Parties, and the
property owner, when applicable, for determining the best approach(es) for meeting
these design requirements. At a minimum, a Consulting Party meeting shall be held
prior to the finalization of the 60% Project plans to discuss the locations and types of
vegetative screening being considered.

C. The FTA, with the assistance of the Metropolitan Council’s Preservation Lead, shall
review the Project at each stage of design development outlined in Stipulation IV.C to
ensure these design requirements have been met.

VL Consulting Party Review of Certain Project Elements under the SOI Standards

A. In order to minimize and/or avoid adverse effects to Great Northern Railroad Corridor
Historic District, Westminster Junction, StPS&TF/Omaha Road Railroad Corridor
Historic District, Johnson Parkway, Phalen Park, and Madeline L. Weaver
Elementary School, the Metropolitan Council shall, with the assistance of the
Metropolitan Council’s Preservation Lead and input from Consulting Parties, design
the below-referenced Project elements in accordance with the SOI Standards to the
extent feasible while still meeting the Project’s purpose and need. If a City has
officially designated the affected historic property for heritage preservation, the
design shall also take into consideration, as feasible, any applicable design guidelines
adopted by the City’s HPC for the historic property.

i. Cayuga Street Station Area: The Cayuga Street Station, which abuts the
StPS&TF/Omaha Road Railroad Corridor Historic District and is located near the
Great Northern Railroad Corridor Historic District and Westminster Junction,
including but not limited to Business Access and Transit (BAT) lanes, retaining
walls, station platforms and amenities, trail connections, sidewalks, station
vegetation, and stormwater Best Management Practices (BMPs). The
Metropolitan Council should consider the mass, scale, and overall design of the
Project elements. Vegetative screening shall be preserved or reestablished
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between the Project elements and the historic property where possible. Consulting
Parties shall review Project elements within an area that extends approximately
800 feet southwest and approximately 200 feet northeast of the centerline of
Cayuga Street.

ii. Barriers at Forest Street Bridge: Physical barriers, if used, under or near the Forest
Street Bridge (Bridge No. 5962), a contributing resource to the StPS&TF/Omaha
Road Railroad Corridor Historic District. Consulting Parties shall review Project
elements within an area that extends approximately 200 feet on either side of the
point at which the dedicated guideway crosses the centerline of Forest Street
North.

iii. Johnson Parkway Bridge Area: The Johnson Parkway Bridge, which passes over
Johnson Parkway and is located near Phalen Park, and associated Project
elements, including but not limited to retaining walls, trail connections, sidewalks,
and BMPs. The Metropolitan Council should consider the mass, scale, and overall
design of the bridge span, piers, railings, and abutments, and incorporate plantings
in keeping with the park-like setting of the historic parkway and Saint Paul’s
Grand Round. Consulting Parties shall review Project elements within an area that
extends approximately 700 feet south and approximately 500 feet north of the
point at which the bridge crosses the centerline of Johnson Parkway.

iv. Weaver Trail Underpass Area: Project elements near Madeline L. Weaver
Elementary School, including but not limited to the Weaver Trail Underpass,
trails, vegetation, and stormwater BMPs. The Metropolitan Council should
consider the structure’s mass, scale, and overall design of the bridge span, piers,
railings, and abutments, and its visibility within the historic property’s viewshed.
Vegetative screening shall be preserved or reestablished between the Project
elements and historic properties where possible. Consulting Parties shall review
Project elements within an area that extends approximately 400 feet south and
approximately 800 feet north of the centerline of the proposed Weaver Trail
Underpass.

v. Dedicated Guideway and Fitch/Barclay Trail Underpass: Project elements near
the 1868 railroad roadway remnants between Kohlman Avenue and Beam Avenue
(XX-RRD-NPR002) and/or between Gervais Avenue and County Road C (XX-
RRD-NPRO003), if it is determined through Stipulation VIII.A that it is prudent
and feasible for the Project to avoid one or both of the historic properties.
Consulting Parties shall review Project elements within an area that extends
approximately 300 feet on either end of the 1868 railroad roadway remnant as
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documented during the evaluation of the LS&M Railroad Corridor Historic
District.

B. Depending on the significance, character, and use of the historic property and the
nature and scale of the effect, FTA and the Metropolitan Council, with the assistance
of the Metropolitan Council’s Preservation Lead, shall identify the method and
appropriate points at which to gain input from MnSHPO, other Consulting Parties,
and the property owner, when applicable, for determining the best approach(es) for
meeting the SOI Standards. At a minimum, a Consulting Party meeting shall be held
prior to the finalization of the 60% Project plans.

C. Atthe 30% and 60%, or equivalent, design stages, MnSHPO and other Consulting
Parties shall review and provide input on whether the Project elements meet the SOI
Standards pursuant to Stipulation IV.C.ii. The Metropolitan Council shall consider all
comments received as design progresses.

VII. Construction Protection Plan for Historic Properties (CPPHP)

A. In order to minimize and/or avoid adverse effects to East Shore Drive (a contributing
resource in Phalen Park), and other historic properties as determined through the
consultation described in Subparagraphs A.i and A.ii of this Stipulation, Stipulation
XI, or Stipulation XII, the Metropolitan Council and the Metropolitan Council’s
Preservation Lead shall develop a CPPHP detailing the measures to be implemented
prior to and during Project construction to avoid or minimize effects to historic
properties. The CPPHP may be prepared for the Project as a whole, for individual
construction bid packages, and/or for individual or groups of historic properties, as
needed. At its own discretion, FTA may convene a meeting with Consulting Parties to
facilitate discussion about protection measures.

i. Prior to the finalization of the 60% Project plans, FTA in consultation with
MnSHPO and other Consulting Parties shall determine whether the CPPHP
should include measures to be implemented prior to or during Project construction
to avoid or minimize effects to the following historic properties: Great Northern
Railroad Corridor Historic District, Westminster Junction, StPS& TF/Omaha Road
Railroad Corridor Historic District, and Madeline L. Weaver Elementary School.
The CPPHP described in this Stipulation shall include these historic properties
following agreement in writing by both FTA and MnSHPO. If FTA and MnSHPO
fail to agree, FTA shall consult with MnSHPO to resolve the disagreement in
accordance with Stipulation XVI.

ii. The CPPHP shall incorporate construction protection measures to avoid or
minimize effects to the 1868 railroad roadway remnants between Kohlman

Rush Line BRT 54 USC § 306108 MOA 14



Avenue and Beam Avenue (XX-RRD-NPR002) and/or between Gervais Avenue
and County Road C (XX-RRD-NPRO003), if it is determined through Stipulation
VIILA that it is prudent and feasible for the Project to avoid one or both of the
historic properties.

iii. Depending on the type of historic property and the nature and scale of the
anticipated effects, the Metropolitan Council may include the following measures
in the CPPHP:

a. Construction Protection Measures (CPMs) detailing specific protection
measures and procedures to be implemented during Project construction to
protect historic properties.

b. Historic Property Inspections (pre-, during, and post-construction) that
provide a baseline of existing structural and physical conditions to facilitate
identification and documentation of any structural and/or cosmetic damage
caused by Project construction. Inspections shall include, but are not limited
to, building/structure foundations, exterior and interior elements, topography,
landscaping, and any other historically significant or character defining
features of the property to document any pre-existing defects or other damage.
Inspection documentation shall include photographs and narrative to
document the observed conditions before and after Project construction, and
as needed during Project construction. Depending on the type and nature of
the historic property and anticipated effects to it, photographic documentation
should include, but is not limited to: ceilings, roofs, exterior and interior walls,
windows, masonry, foundations, all sides of the exterior of the building,
structure and bridge wingwalls, beams, substructures and superstructures,
plumbing, equipment, fences and landscape walls, topography, vegetation,
driveways and sidewalks, and any historically significant or character-
defining features of the property. Photographs shall be razor sharp in focus,
properly composed, and with adequate lighting to clearly show existing
conditions such as deterioration and cracking that may be subject to dispute
after initiation of Project construction.

¢. When identified as appropriate for minimizing or avoiding adverse effects to
historic properties, other types of potential measures may include, but are not
limited to, maintenance of access, vibration management and remediation, and
noise minimization and mitigation.
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iv. To ensure adequate administration, the Metropolitan Council shall include the
following management controls in any CPPHPs developed:

a. The CPPHP shall identify the entity(ies) responsible for carrying out the
measures included in the CPPHP,

b. The CPPHP shall include a section for unexpected discoveries of historic
properties, developed in accordance with Stipulation XIII,

¢. The CPPHP shall include a section for unanticipated effects to historic
properties, developed in accordance with Stipulation XIV, and

d. As appropriate, Consulting Party and property owner review of any
documentation prepared under the CPPHP(s) adhering to the timelines
outlined in Stipulation III, unless otherwise specified.

v. If, for any reason, the CPPHP requirements set forth in this Stipulation are not
appropriate to a specific historic property or the nature and scale of an anticipated
effect, the consultation process and the format of the CPPHP may be revised upon
agreement by FTA and MnSHPO without amending this MOA.

B. The Metropolitan Council shall submit the draft and final CPPHP(s) to FTA for
review and approval. Once FTA’s comments are incorporated, FTA shall submit the
draft and final CPPHP(s) to Consulting Parties for review and comment pursuant to
Stipulation III. If the CPPHP includes any property-specific protection measures,
FTA shall also submit the draft and final CPPHPs to the owner of the historic
property. When necessary, amendments to the CPPHP shall follow the same process
as its original development.

C. The Metropolitan Council shall include the agreed-upon CPPHP in construction
contract packages to inform Project Construction Contractors of their responsibilities
relative to historic properties. The CPPHP may be a separate document or combined
with other Project construction monitoring plans, as appropriate. The Metropolitan
Council shall incorporate any property-specific protection measures into the Project
plans, ensure the terms of the CPPHP(s) are implemented during Project construction,
and provide a record of monitoring activities in a quarterly report to FTA and in
quarterly reports prepared pursuant to Stipulation XV.

D. Prior to commencing construction activities, the Metropolitan Council’s Preservation
Lead shall prepare Project-specific Historic Property Awareness and Sensitivity
Training. The Metropolitan Council shall require Project Construction Contractor(s),
including Site Supervision (Superintendents and Foremen) and their direct
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supervisors, to complete the Project-specific Historic Property Awareness and
Sensitivity Training prior to the commencement of construction activities. If a
Construction Contractor hires or assigns any new Site Supervision and/or direct
supervisor(s) to the Project during Project construction, the Metropolitan Council
shall ensure that the new Site Supervision and/or direct supervisor(s) have completed
the Historic Property Awareness and Sensitivity Training prior to being approved for
supervising any construction activities. The Historic Property Awareness and
Sensitivity Training shall include information on historic properties subject to the
CPPHP, review requirements and processes for avoiding and minimizing effects to
known historic properties, and procedures and protocols if unexpected discoveries are
made.

VIII. Mitigation for Adverse Effects to the LS&M Railroad Corridor Historic District

A. Avoidance through Design. The 1868 railroad roadway remnants between Kohlman
Avenue and Beam Avenue (XX-RRD-NPR002) and between Gervais Avenue and
County Road C (XX-RRD-NPRO003) are individually eligible for inclusion in the
National Register and contribute to the LS&M Railroad Corridor Historic District.
The Metropolitan Council, with the assistance of the Metropolitan Council’s
Preservation Lead, shall investigate whether it is feasible and prudent to avoid these
two (2) historic properties while still meeting the Project’s purpose and need.
Avoidance through design is the preferred outcome of this Stipulation. The
investigation shall be as thorough and creative as possible to identify engineering
solutions that avoid adverse effects to the historic properties.

i. If the Metropolitan Council determines that avoidance of either or both historic
properties is feasible and prudent, Project design in the vicinity of the avoided
historic property shall be subject to the requirements of Stipulations VI and VII.

ii. If the Metropolitan Council determines that avoidance of either or both historic
properties is not feasible and prudent, the Metropolitan Council shall notify the
FTA. If FTA agrees, they shall submit the determination to MnSHPO and other
Consulting Parties for review and comment pursuant to Stipulation III. The
submittal shall include justification for the determination and confirmation that
the Metropolitan Council shall instead complete a Phase III data recovery of the
historic property that cannot be avoided, pursuant to Paragraph B of this
Stipulation. At its own discretion, FTA may convene a meeting to facilitate
discussion about potential avoidance. FTA shall resolve any disagreements about
the feasibility of avoidance pursuant to Stipulation XVI.

B. Phase III Data Recovery. Prior to the start of Project construction within 100 feet of
the recovery site, or as specified in the research design/data recovery plan, the
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Metropolitan Council shall ensure a Phase III data recovery of the historic
property(ies) is completed by SOI-Qualified Professionals as described below. The
Metropolitan Council shall also ensure that information gained through the Phase 111
data recovery is shared with the public in a meaningful way to the extent reasonably
possible; this may include incorporation into the interpretive plan described in
Paragraph D of this Stipulation, taking into consideration the need to safeguard
sensitive archaeological information.

i. Data recovery of the LS&M shall include the 1868 railroad roadway remnant
between Eldridge Avenue East and County Road B East (XX-RRD-NPR004) and
one portion of the property where the 1868 railroad roadway is concealed by the
1880s railroad roadway. It shall also include XX-RRD-NPR002 and/or XX-RRD-
NPROO3 if it is determined through Paragraph A of this Stipulation that it is not
prudent or feasible for the Project to avoid them. The specific locations for data
recovery work shall be determined in consultation with MnSHPO and other
Consulting Parties and documented in the research design/data recovery plan
developed pursuant to Subparagraph B.ii of this Stipulation.

ii. The preparation of the research design/data recovery plan, fieldwork, and
preparation of the Phase III data recovery report shall be completed in accordance
with Stipulation II.A of this MOA and shall be conducted under the direct
supervision of SOI-Qualified Professionals who meet the qualifications for
historic archaeology. In addition to meeting the SOI Standards, the work shall
meet the SOI’s Guidelines for Archaeological Documentation, the MnSHPO
Manual for Archaeological Projects in Minnesota guidelines, and the terms and
conditions of the field archaeology license issued by the Minnesota Office of the
State Archeologist (OSA).The cost of curation, if necessary, shall be borne by the
Project.

iii. The Metropolitan Council shall submit the draft and final research design/data
recovery plan, draft and final Phase III data recovery report, and draft and final
proposal for public education efforts to FTA for review and approval. Once
FTA’s comments are incorporated, FTA shall submit the draft and final
documents to Consulting Parties for review and comment pursuant to Stipulation
1.

iv. The final research design/data recovery plan shall be approved by MnSHPO prior
to the start of field activities to complete the Phase I1I data recovery. The final
Phase III Data Recovery report and a memo explaining how the information has
been shared with the public shall be submitted to MnSHPO and other Consulting
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Parties no later than one (1) year after the date the Project begins revenue service
operations.

C. National Register Evaluation of the LS&M Railroad Corridor between Saint Paul and
Duluth. The Metropolitan Council, in consultation with MnSHPO and other
Consulting Parties, shall ensure a Phase II intensive survey and evaluation of the
LS&M Railroad Corridor between Saint Paul and Duluth is completed by SOI-
Qualified Professionals as described below. The purpose of the evaluation is to
determine whether the railroad corridor historic district remains eligible for inclusion
in the National Register under Criterion A after the completion of the Project and to
determine whether any segments of the railroad corridor historic district are
individually eligible for inclusion in the National Register. Associated properties, as
described in Section F. Associated Property Types of the National Register Multiple
Property Documentation Form, “Railroads in Minnesota, 1862—1956” (Railroad
MPDF), shall also be documented at the level of a Phase I reconnaissance survey and,
when appropriate, recommended for individual evaluation under appropriate National
Register Criteria. Associated properties shall be classified as contributing or
noncontributing to the railroad corridor historic district; however, individual
evaluations of associated properties is not required under this Stipulation.

i. The survey and evaluation, including preparation of a research design, survey
report, and inventory forms, shall be completed in accordance with Stipulation 11
of this MOA and shall be conducted under the direct supervision of SOI-Qualified
Professionals who meet the qualifications for history and architectural history and
who have successfully completed previous intensive level surveys of railroads. In
addition to meeting the SOI Standards, the evaluation shall follow the guidance in
the Railroad MPDF, MnSHPO’s “Guidelines for Inventory and Evaluation of
Railroads in Minnesota” (March 2019), and MnSHPO’s “Railroad Company
Information: General Information” (last updated December 31, 2018), as
appropriate.

ii. The Metropolitan Council shall submit the draft and final versions of the research
design, survey report, and inventory forms to FTA for review and approval. Once
FTA’s comments are incorporated, FTA shall submit the draft and final
documents to Consulting Parties for review and comment pursuant to Stipulation
1.

iii. The final survey report and inventory forms shall be submitted to MnSHPO and
other Consulting Parties no later than two (2) years after the date the Project
begins revenue service operations.
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D. Incorporation of Interpretive Elements at BRT Stations. The Metropolitan Council in
consultation with MnSHPO and other Consulting Parties shall ensure a plan for
interpretation is completed as described below. During the development of the draft
interpretative plan, the Metropolitan Council shall seek input from MnSHPO and
other Consulting Parties to gain input on the type, number, and exact locations of the
interpretation, as well as the themes, schematic plans, and draft text and graphics. The
interpretation shall be based on the results of the Phase II evaluation completed for
the historic property and shall be incorporated into the design of a minimum of three
(3) BRT stations within or adjacent to the LS&M Railroad Corridor Historic District
between Saint Paul and White Bear Lake. As part of preparing the interpretive plan,
consideration shall be given to including interpretation at a minimum of one (1) BRT
station in each of the following communities: Saint Paul, Maplewood, and White
Bear Lake. Interpretive elements shall include a means to remotely access the
webpage required by Subparagraph D.iii of this Stipulation.

i. The work shall be completed in accordance with Stipulation II.A of this MOA and
shall be conducted under the direct supervision of an SOI-Qualified Professional
who meets the qualifications for history and an interpretative planner either
certified by the National Association for Interpretation (NAI) as a Certified
Interpretive Planner or with comparable experience. In addition to meeting the
SOI Standards, the work shall meet NAI’s Standards and Practices for
Interpretive Planning and the Creating Outdoor Trail Signage technical leaflets.

ii. The Metropolitan Council shall submit the draft and final interpretive plan to FTA
for review and approval. Once FTA’s comments are incorporated, FTA shall
submit the draft and final documents to Consulting Parties for review and
comment pursuant to Stipulation III.

iii. The final interpretive plan shall be incorporated into the 100% Project plans.
Interpretive elements shall be built as part of Project construction and maintained
pursuant to Metropolitan Council protocols. No later than one (1) year after the
date the Project begins revenue service operations, the content of the
interpretation shall also be incorporated into the Metropolitan Council’s webpage
in order to make it accessible to the general public.

! “Creating Outdoor Trail Signage, Part 1: Planning and Design” in the Minnesota History Interpreter, May-June
2008, and “Creating Outdoor Trail Signage, Part 2: Fabrication and Installation” in the Minnesota History
Interpreter, Summer 2008. Both leaflets were written by Ellen Miller and Aaron Novodorsky.
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IX. Changes to the Area of Potential Effects (APE)

A. In accordance with 36 CFR § 800.4(a)(1) and in consultation with MnSHPO and
other Consulting Parties, FTA has defined and documented an APE for the Project
(Attachment B).

B. Throughout the Project design process, and as needed during Project construction,
FTA, with the assistance of the Metropolitan Council’s Preservation Lead, shall
determine if revisions to the APE are necessary.

ii.

If FTA determines the APE requires revision, it shall submit the draft and final
APE, along with any supporting documentation, to MnSHPO and other
Consulting Parties for review and comment pursuant to Stipulation III. FTA’s
determination on the revised APE shall be final.

Revisions to the APE do not require a formal amendment to this MOA. If revised
and documented by FTA pursuant to Subparagraph B.i of this Stipulation, then
the revised APE shall replace those found in Attachment A, distributed to all
Consulting Parties, filed with the ACHP, and used throughout the remainder of
the Project unless further revisions to the APE are necessary due to Project
modifications.

C. If any new, previously unsurveyed, areas are added to the APE, the procedures in
Stipulation X shall be followed to identify historic properties that may be affected by
the Project.

X. Additional Survey and Evaluation

A. When necessary, FTA and the Metropolitan Council in consultation with MnSHPO
and other Consulting Parties shall conduct surveys and evaluation of properties in the
APE to account for any areas added to the APE through revisions made under
Stipulation IX, the receipt of additional information about known or suspected
historic properties in the APE, and when necessary due to delays in Project
construction, as described in Subparagraph A.ii of this Stipulation.

i

ii.

The survey and evaluation shall be performed by SOI-Qualified Professionals
appropriate to the resource type(s) being identified and evaluated and shall meet
the requirements of Stipulation IT.A.

Identification efforts for architecture/history focused on properties built prior to
1979. If the beginning of Project construction is delayed beyond 2028, FTA in
consultation with MnSHPO and other Consulting Parties shall determine whether
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additional architecture/history survey is necessary, including additional
consideration for properties built in 1979 or later.?

iii. In any instance where a property cannot be fully evaluated prior to the initiation
of the Project’s construction or the resumption of Project activities in the vicinity
of the property when identified pursuant to Stipulation XIII, the property may be
treated as though it is eligible for inclusion in the National Register for the
purpose of the Section 106 review for this Project only. In these instances, and in
addition to providing a justification for not performing a full evaluation, FTA
shall document the National Register criterion or criteria, potential area(s) and
period(s) of significance, and boundaries used to assume the property’s eligibility
so that this information can be used to assess effects of the Project on the historic
property pursuant to Stipulation XI.

B. The Metropolitan Council’s Preservation Lead shall review the survey results and
make National Register-eligibility recommendations to FTA, which shall submit its
National Register eligibility determinations to MnSHPO and other Consulting Parties
for review and comment pursuant to Stipulation III. Subject to the confidentiality
requirements in Section 304 of the National Historic Preservation Act (54 USC
§ 307103) and 36 CFR § 800.11(c), the Metropolitan Council shall post the survey
results on the Project website, or other means as appropriate, in order to obtain public
input and shall share any comments received from the public with the Consulting
Parties.

i. If MnSHPO does not respond during the applicable review period or if MnSHPO
concurs, FTA’s eligibility determinations shall become final and effects to any
historic properties identified shall be assessed pursuant to Stipulation XI.

ii. If FTA and MnSHPO do not agree on the National Register-eligibility of a
property, or if FTA and a Tribe that attaches religious and cultural significance to
a property do not agree on National Register-eligibility, FTA shall resolve the
disagreement pursuant to Stipulation XVI.

XI. Additional Assessments of Effects

A. The FTA, with the assistance of the Metropolitan Council’s Preservation Lead, shall
make a finding of effect to account for any changes in Project design or the receipt of

2 Properties 50 years of age or older are considered for National Register eligibility without the application of the
National Register Criteria Considerations. The age of properties included in architecture/history survey was based
on the anticipated start of Project construction in 2023 and included properties 45 years of age or older to allow for a
delay of up to five (5) years in the start of Project construction.

Rush Line BRT 54 USC § 306108 MOA 22



additional information that may result in newly identified historic properties, changes
in the finding of effect for a historic property, or unanticipated effects (e.g., damage)
to historic properties. The Metropolitan Council’s Preservation Lead shall assess
effects of the Project on historic properties in accordance with the criteria of adverse
effect as described in 36 CFR § 800.5(a)(1) and make a recommendation to FTA,
supported by documentation that meets the requirements of Stipulation II.A. The
Metropolitan Council’s Preservation Lead shall also recommend to FTA potential
measures for avoiding, minimizing, and/or mitigating any adverse effect(s).

i. As part of the assessment of effects, the Metropolitan Council’s Preservation Lead
may recommend, and FTA may impose, conditions on the Project to ensure an
adverse effect to a historic property is avoided and/or minimized. In some
instances, the conditions may be similar to those outlined in Stipulations V, VI,
and VII.

ii. When effects are assessed following unanticipated effects to a known or newly
identified historic property during Project construction (see Stipulations XIII and
X1V), the Metropolitan Council’s Preservation Lead shall use the following
guidance, in addition to the criteria of adverse effect, when making a
recommendation to FTA:

a. If the damage does not meet the threshold of an adverse effect, a finding of no
adverse effect shall be recommended.

b. If the damage meets the threshold of an adverse effect, is repairable, and the
property owner agrees to repairing the damage in accordance with the SOI
Standards, a finding of adverse effect shall be recommended along with the
Standard Mitigation Measure to Repair Unanticipated Damage to Historic
Properties in Accordance with SOI Standards (Attachment D) to resolve the
adverse effect.

c. If the damage meets the threshold of an adverse effect and any of the
following are true, a finding of adverse effect requiring resolution under
Stipulation XII shall be recommended:

1. The damage involves a National Historic Landmark;
2. The damage cannot be repaired;
3. The historic property must be demolished in whole or in part;

4. The property owner does not consent to repairing the damage in
accordance with the SOI Standards;
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5. Either the Project Construction Contractor or Contractor’s insurer resolves
the damage claim by monetary payment to the property owner in lieu of a
repair; or

6. The repairs have the potential to cause additional adverse effects.

B. The FTA shall review the assessment of effects and recommendations, and if
acceptable, submit a finding of effect that meets the requirements of Stipulation II.A
to MnSHPO and other Consulting Parties for review and comment pursuant to
Stipulation III. The FTA shall clearly state any condition(s) imposed on the Project as
part of the finding. Subject to the confidentiality requirements in 54 USC § 307103
and 36 CFR § 800.11(c), the Metropolitan Council shall post the finding of effect on
the Project website, or other means as appropriate, in order to obtain public input and
shall share any comments received from the public with the Consulting Parties within
the review timeframe.

i. If FTA makes a finding of no adverse effect and MnSHPO and other Consulting
Parties agree, no further consultation is required pending implementation of any
conditions upon which the finding is based. Implementation of conditions shall be
tracked by the Metropolitan Council as part of quarterly reporting outlined in
Stipulation XV.

ii. If FTA makes a finding of adverse effect and the Project is anticipated to have an
adverse effect on a National Historic Landmark, FTA shall also notify and invite
the ACHP and the SOI to participate in the consultation pursuant to 36 CFR
§ 800.10 and 54 USC § 306107.

iii. If MnSHPO objects to FTA’s finding of effect or if other Consulting Parties do
not agree with the finding, they shall provide comments to FTA specifying the
reasons for their disagreement. The FTA shall consult with MnSHPO and other
Consulting Parties to resolve the disagreement in accordance with Stipulation
XVI.

XII. Consultation to Resolve Additional Adverse Effects

A. If FTA makes a finding of adverse effect and it cannot be resolved through the
Standard Mitigation Measure outlined in Attachment D, FTA shall consult with the
MnSHPO, other Consulting Parties, and the owner of the historic property to seek and
consider other measures to avoid, minimize, and/or mitigate the adverse effect.
Consultation may take whatever form is appropriate based on the significance,
character, and use of the historic property and the nature and scale of the Project
elements causing the adverse effect. The consultation must include an opportunity for
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the public to express their views in resolving the adverse effect(s). The FTA, at its
discretion, may determine that public participation under this stipulation is met via
public review and comment conducted under NEPA, as amended, and its
implementing regulations.

i. If consultation identifies a way to avoid the adverse effect(s) entirely through
redesign of a Project element or other means while still meeting the purpose and
need of the Project, and the Metropolitan Council and FTA agree, the
Metropolitan Council shall revise the Project plans and FTA, with the assistance
of the Metropolitan Council’s Preservation Lead, shall reassess effects and
modify the finding of effect in accordance with Stipulation XI.

ii. If, through consultation, it is determined the adverse effect(s) cannot be avoided
entirely, a Mitigation Plan shall be prepared under Paragraph B of this Stipulation.

B. The FTA, with the assistance of the Metropolitan Council’s Preservation Lead, shall
develop a Mitigation Plan(s) to document the measures identified through
consultation under Paragraph A of this Stipulation to resolve the adverse effect(s).
Mitigation Plan(s) may be prepared for the Project as a whole, for individual
construction bid packages, and/or for individual or groups of historic properties, as
needed.

i. A Mitigation Plan shall outline measures to avoid, minimize, and/or mitigate
adverse effects to the historic property. Measures may include, but are not limited
to, design requirements pursuant to Stipulation V, Consulting Party review of
Project elements pursuant to Stipulation VI, protecting historic properties during
Project construction pursuant to Stipulation VII, and mitigation similar to the
measures found in Stipulation VIII. When applicable, deliverables required by a
Mitigation Plan shall be prepared in accordance with the requirements of
Stipulation II.A and shall be submitted and reviewed pursuant to the timeline(s)
and process outlined in Stipulation III, or as otherwise specified in the Mitigation
Plan.

ii. Upon completion of consultation, FTA shall submit a draft and final Mitigation
Plan to the Consulting Parties and the property owner, if applicable, pursuant to
Stipulation III. The Mitigation Plan shall be considered final following agreement
in writing by both FTA and MnSHPO. In lieu of amending this MOA, FTA shall
ensure that the final Mitigation Plan is attached to the MOA in the FTA
Administrative Record, distributed to all Consulting Parties, and filed with the
ACHP. FTA shall also ensure the Mitigation Plan provisions are carried out by
the Metropolitan Council in order to resolve the adverse effect(s). Implementation
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of the Mitigation Plan shall be tracked by the Metropolitan Council as part of
quarterly reporting outlined in Stipulation XV.

C. If FTA and MnSHPO fail to agree on how to resolve the adverse effect, FTA shall
consult with MnSHPO to resolve the disagreement in accordance with Stipulation
XVI.

D. Ifrequired by a Mitigation Plan, construction activities may not begin or resume in
the vicinity of the historic property until after the completion of the associated field
work or implementation of protection measures outlined in the Mitigation Plan.

XIII. Unexpected Discoveries

A. If suspected historic properties, including sites that contain human remains,
unidentified animal bone, or mortuary objects, are discovered during Project
construction, all activities shall cease within one hundred (100) feet of the discovery
to avoid and/or minimize harm to the property. The Metropolitan Council shall
include in Project construction contracts a requirement for the Project Construction
Contractor(s) to immediately notify the Metropolitan Council of the discovery and
implement interim measures to protect the discovery from damage, looting, and
vandalism. Measures may include, but are not limited to, protective fencing, covering
of the discovery with appropriate materials, and/or posting of security personnel. The
Metropolitan Council shall notify FTA within twenty-four (24) hours of the
discovery. FTA shall then notify MnSHPO, other Consulting Parties, and the property
owner. When appropriate, FTA shall notify any Tribes that may attach religious and
cultural significance to the property. The Contractor shall provide access to
Consulting Parties and law enforcement to the site and shall not resume work within
the area until notified by the Metropolitan Council.

B. If any suspected human remains are encountered, the Metropolitan Council shall also
follow the requirements of Minnesota Statutes (Minn. Stat.) § 307.08 and
immediately notify local law enforcement and the OSA, the lead state agency for
authentication of burial sites on non-federal lands. In accordance with Minn. Stat.

§ 307.08, the OSA has the final authority in determining if the remains are human and
to ensure appropriate procedures are carried out in accordance with the statutes.
Avoidance and preservation in place is the preferred option for the treatment of
human remains. In accordance with Minn. Stat. § 307.08, subd. 3a, OSA is required
to coordinate with the Minnesota Indian Affairs Council (MIAC) if the remains or
associated burial items are thought to be American Indian. The Metropolitan Council
shall work with OSA and MIAC to develop and implement a reburial plan, if that is
the approach preferred as determined in accordance with Minn. Stat. § 307.08.
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C. The Metropolitan Council shall contract with SOI-Qualified Professionals to evaluate
the newly discovered property for eligibility for inclusion in the National Register.
For properties with suspected human remains, the consulting archaeologist must
coordinate their evaluation with the OSA’s authentication of the burial. In lieu of a
consultant’s recommendation, FTA may assume a property is eligible for inclusion in
the National Register following consultation with, or based on input from, MnSHPO
and other Consulting Parties pursuant to Stipulation X.A.iii. If an evaluation is
performed, the Metropolitan Council’s Preservation Lead shall provide an eligibility
recommendation to FTA within seventy-two (72) hours of receipt of the consultant’s
evaluation of the property. FTA shall make a determination of eligibility pursuant to
Stipulation X within seventy-two (72) hours of receiving the recommendation from
the Metropolitan Council’s Preservation Lead. FTA shall submit its National Register
eligibility determination to the Consulting Parties for review and comment pursuant
to Stipulation ITII. When applicable, FTA shall also follow Stipulation II.C in relation
to any properties that may have religious or cultural significance to a Tribe(s).

i. If FTA determines that the property does not meet National Register criteria, and
MnSHPO concurs, construction activities can resume upon receipt of MnSHPO
written concurrence with the eligibility determination and completion of activities
required under Paragraph B of this Stipulation, if applicable.

ii. For all properties determined eligible for the National Register, FTA shall make a
finding of effect pursuant to Stipulation XI and resolve any adverse effects
pursuant to Stipulation XII. In addition to the requirements in those stipulations,
construction activities may resume after completion of activities required under
Paragraph B of this Stipulation, if applicable.

XIV. Unanticipated Effects to Historic Properties

A. If previously known historic properties are affected in an unanticipated, adverse
manner during Project construction (e.g., damage), all activities shall cease within
one hundred (100) feet of the discovery to avoid and/or minimize further harm to the
property. The Metropolitan Council shall include in Project construction contracts a
requirement for the Project Construction Contractor to immediately notify the
Metropolitan Council of the effect and implement interim measures to protect the
property from damage, looting, and vandalism. Measures may include, but are not
limited to, protective fencing, covering of the property with appropriate materials,
and/or posting of security personnel. The Metropolitan Council shall notify FTA
within twenty-four (24) hours of receiving notification from the Construction
Contractor. FTA shall then notify MnSHPO, other Consulting Parties, and the
property owner. The Metropolitan Council shall ensure a historic property inspection
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as described in Stipulation VII.A.iii.b is prepared as soon as practicable to document
damage to the historic property.

B. If reasonably convenient and appropriate, the Metropolitan Council or their
Preservation Lead, MnSHPO, other Consulting Parties, and the property owner, when
applicable, shall confer at the site within seventy-two (72) hours of notice of
discovery to assess the property, identify the known Project effects to the property,
and to determine the most appropriate Course of Action to repair any damage, if
feasible.

i. The Course of Action shall specify the type of repair, the review process for the
scope of work, and the responsibilities for ensuring repairs are made
appropriately, including preparation of a post-construction historic property
inspection as described in Stipulation VII.A.iii.b. The Course of Action shall also
outline where and when it may be safe to resume construction activities within
and/or in the vicinity of the historic property. Whenever possible, measures to
repair historic properties shall be developed so that they meet the SOI Standards
and are carried out under the direct supervision of personnel that meet the
requirements described in Stipulation II.B.

ii. Within seventy-two (72) hours of the meeting, the Metropolitan Council shall
prepare draft meeting notes documenting the results of the onsite meeting and a
draft of the proposed Course of Action and provide them, and the historic
property inspection prepared under Paragraph A of this Stipulation, to FTA for
review and approval. Upon approval, FTA shall submit the documents to
Consulting Parties for review and comment. Consulting Parties have seventy-two
(72) hours to review draft meeting notes and proposed Course of Action and
provide comments to the FTA and the Metropolitan Council. The Metropolitan
Council shall finalize the meeting notes and Course of Action within twenty-four
(24) hours after receiving comments and provide the final documents to FTA,
MnSHPO, and other Consulting Parties.

iii. Construction in the vicinity of the historic property may resume as outlined in the
Course of Action while negotiations take place between the Project Construction
Contractor and the property owner. The Construction Contractor shall not resume
work until notified by the Metropolitan Council.

C. The FTA, with the assistance of the Metropolitan Council’s Preservation Lead, shall
assess effects pursuant to Stipulation XI and FTA shall resolve any adverse effects
pursuant to Stipulation XII. The assessment of effects shall take into consideration
whether the Project Construction Contractor and the property owner accept the
Course of Action, including whether the owner agrees to the damage being repaired
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in accordance with the SOI Standards, which would allow the use of the Standard
Mitigation Measure to Repair Unanticipated Damage to Historic Properties in
Accordance with SOI Standards (Attachment D).

XV. Reviewing and Reporting of Agreement Implementation

A. Every three (3) months following the execution of this MOA and until it expires or is
terminated, the Metropolitan Council shall provide FTA and all the Consulting Parties
a summary report detailing work undertaken pursuant to its terms. Subject to the
confidentiality requirements in 54 USC § 307103 and 36 CFR § 800.11(c), each
report shall include an itemized listing of all measures required to implement the
terms of this MOA. For each action, the report shall identify what steps the
Metropolitan Council has taken during the reporting period to implement those
actions and identify any problems or unexpected issues encountered, any scheduling
changes proposed, any disputes and objections submitted or resolved, and any
changes recommended in implementation of this MOA and/or any Mitigation Plan(s)
prepared under Stipulation XII. Each report shall also include name and contact
information for the Metropolitan Council’s Preservation Lead as noted in Stipulation
I.B.1, a timetable of activities proposed for implementation within the following
reporting period, and notices of the initiation of construction for individual
construction bid packages, as applicable.

B. The Consulting Parties shall review the reports pursuant to the timelines established
in Stipulation III. The Metropolitan Council shall post the reports on the Project
website, or other means as appropriate, in order to obtain public input and shall share
any comments received from the public with the Consulting Parties.

C. At its own discretion, or at the request of any Signatory, FTA may convene a meeting
to facilitate review and comment on the reports, and to resolve any questions about
their content and/or to resolve objections or concerns.

XVI. Dispute Resolution

A. Should any Consulting Party object at any time to any actions proposed or the manner
in which the terms of this MOA are implemented, FTA shall consult with such party
to resolve the objection for a period not to exceed fifteen (15) calendar days. This
resolution timeframe may be extended by mutual consent between FTA and the
Consulting Party, with notification to the other Consulting Parties.

B. If FTA and MnSHPO do not agree on the National Register eligibility of a property,
or if FTA and a Tribe that attaches religious and cultural significance to a historic
property do not agree on a property’s National Register eligibility, FTA shall submit
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documentation to the Keeper of the National Register and request a formal
determination of eligibility pursuant to 36 CFR Part 63 and 36 CFR § 800.4(c)(2).
The Keeper’s eligibility determination shall be considered final.

C. If FTA, MnSHPO, and other Consulting Parties do not agree on findings of effect or
resolutions of adverse effects, FTA shall forward all documentation relevant to the
dispute, including FTA’s proposed resolution, to all Consulting Parties and the
ACHP.

i. The ACHP shall provide FTA with its advice on the resolution of the objection
within thirty (30) days of receiving adequate documentation. Prior to reaching a
final decision on the dispute, FTA shall prepare a written response that considers
any timely advice or comments regarding the dispute from the ACHP and the
Consulting Parties and provide them with a copy of this written response. FTA
shall then proceed according to its final decision.

ii. Ifthe ACHP does not provide its advice regarding the dispute within thirty (30)
days, FTA may make a final decision on the dispute and proceed accordingly.
Prior to reaching a final decision, FTA shall prepare a written response that
considers any timely comments regarding the dispute from the Consulting Parties
and provide the written response to the Consulting Parties and the ACHP.

D. The FTA’s responsibility to carry out all other actions subject to the terms of this
MOA that are not the subject of the dispute remains unchanged.

E. The FTA shall notify all parties to this MOA in writing of any written objections
raised by a member of the public pertaining to implementation of this MOA. Any
Consulting Party receiving a written objection directly from a member of the public
shall notify FTA, who shall notify all parties to this MOA in writing. Unless
otherwise agreed upon, Consulting Parties have fifteen (15) calendar days to review
and provide written comments on the objection to all Consulting Parties. FTA shall
consider the objection and take all comments from all Consulting Parties into
consideration in reaching its decision on the objection. Within fifteen (15) calendar
days following closure of the comment period, FTA shall render a decision regarding
the objection, respond to the objecting party, and proceed according to its decision.
FTA’s decision regarding resolution of the objection shall be final.

XVII. Amendments

A. Any Signatory or Invited Signatory may request an amendment to this MOA. This
MOA may be amended when such an amendment is agreed to in writing by all
Signatories and Invited Signatories. The amendment shall be effective on the date of
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the final signature by the Signatories and Invited Signatories. Copies of any
amendments shall be provided to all the Consulting Parties and the ACHP.

XVIII. Duration

XIX.

A.

This MOA shall remain in effect from the date of execution for a period not to exceed
ten (10) years. If FTA anticipates that the terms of this MOA cannot be completed
within this timeframe, it shall notify the Consulting Parties in writing at least sixty
(60) calendar days prior to the expiration date. This MOA may be extended by the
written concurrence of the Signatories and Invited Signatories.

The FTA shall ensure the MOA is extended if all the Stipulations have not been
completed. If this MOA expires and FTA elects to continue with the undertaking,
FTA shall reinitiate Section 106 consultation in accordance with 36 CFR Part 800.

If, prior to the expiration date, FTA determines all the activities subject to this MOA
are completed, then FTA may terminate this MOA pursuant to Stipulation XIX.

Termination

A.

If all terms of this MOA have been completed prior to the expiration date, FTA may
terminate the MOA with notification to Signatories, Invited Signatories, and
Concurring Parties that the terms of the MOA have been completed. If a Consulting
Party feels MOA termination is premature, or that the terms of the MOA have not
been met, they shall respond within the timeframes outlined in Stipulation III.

Any Signatory or Invited Signatory may terminate this MOA by providing at least
thirty (30) calendar days notice to all Consulting Parties. FTA shall consult with the
Signatories and Invited Signatories during the thirty (30) calendar day notice period
in an attempt to seek agreement on amendments or other actions that would avoid
termination. In the event of termination, FTA, USACE, FHWA, and any other
Federal agencies invited to be a Consulting Party under Stipulation I shall comply
with 36 CFR §§ 800.3-800.13 with regard to the undertaking covered by this MOA.

Execution

A. This MOA may be executed in counterparts, with a separate page for each Consulting

Party. This MOA shall become effective on the date of the final signature by the
Signatories and Invited Signatories. The refusal of any party invited to concur with
this MOA does not invalidate this MOA. The FTA shall ensure each Consulting Party
is provided with a fully executed copy of this MOA and that the final MOA, updates
to appendices, and any amendments are filed with the ACHP.
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B. Execution of this MOA by FTA and MnSHPO, and implementation of its terms is
evidence that FTA has taken into account the effects of its undertaking on historic
properties and has afforded the ACHP an opportunity to comment, pursuant to
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act.
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Historic Properties in the APE

Attachment C

Inventory or Effect
Site No. Property Name Address City Finding
RA-SPC-4580 | Lowertown Historic Roughly bounded by Saint Paul No Adverse
District Shepard Road, Effect with
Kellogg Boulevard, Conditions
Broadway Street, 7th
Street, and Sibley
Street
RA-SPC-5225, | Saint Paul Union 214 East 4th Street Saint Paul No Adverse
RA-SPC-6907 | Depot Effect with
Conditions
RA-SPC-5462 | Finch, Van Slyck and | 360-366 Wacouta Saint Paul No Adverse
McConville Dry Street Effect
Goods Company
RA-SPC-8364 | Saint Paul Urban Roughly between 6th Saint Paul No Adverse
Renewal Historic Street, Kellogg Effect
District Boulevard, Wabasha
Street, and Jackson
Street
RA-SPC-3168 | First Farmers and 332 Minnesota Street Saint Paul No Adverse
Merchants National Effect
Bank Building
RA-SPC-4645 | First National Bank 332 Minnesota Street Saint Paul No Adverse
of Saint Paul Effect
RA-SPC-3167, | Pioneer and Endicott | 322-350 North Robert Saint Paul No Adverse
RA-SPC-3169, | Buildings Street, 141 East 4th Effect
RA-SPC-5223, Street, 142 East 5th
RA-SPC-6903 Street
RA-SPC-3170 | Manhattan Building 360 North Robert Saint Paul No Adverse
(aka Empire Street Effect
Building)
RA-SPC-3171 | Golden Rule 85-95 7th Place Saint Paul No Adverse
Department Store Effect
Building
RA-SPC-3174 | Foot, Schulze & 500 North Robert Saint Paul No Adverse
Company Building Street Effect
RA-SPC-6330 | Produce Exchange 523 Jackson Street Saint Paul No Adverse
Building Effect

Rush Line BRT 54 USC § 306108 MOA




Inventory or Effect
Site No. Property Name Address City Finding
RA-SPC-5918 | Great Northern Saint Paul to Saint Paul No Adverse
Railroad Corridor Minneapolis Effect with
Historic District Conditions
RA-SPC-4582 | StPM&M Railway Jackson Street and Saint Paul No Adverse
Company Shops Pennsylvania Avenue Effect
Historic District
RA-SPC-5618 | Westminster Junction | Roughly bounded by Saint Paul No Adverse
the Lafayette Road Effect with
Bridge, I-35E, a line Conditions
approximately 1,300
feet south of the
Cayuga Street Bridge,
and a line
approximately 400
feet southwest of the
Cayuga Street/Phalen
Boulevard intersection
XX-RRD- StPS&TF/Omaha Saint Paul to Saint Paul No Adverse
CNWO001 Road Railroad Stillwater Junction Effect with
Corridor Historic Segment Conditions
District
XX-RRD- LS&M Railroad Saint Paul to White Saint Paul, Adverse
NPROO1 Corridor Historic Bear Lake Segment Maplewood, Effect
District Vadnais Heights
and White Bear
Lake
XX-RRD- 1868 Alignment of Between Eldridge Maplewood Adverse
NPRO004 the LS&M Railroad Avenue East and Effect
County Road B East
XX-RRD- 1868 Alignment of Between Gervais Maplewood Adverse
NPRO003 the LS&M Railroad Avenue and County Effect
Road C
XX-RRD- 1868 Alignment of Between Kohlman and Maplewood Adverse
NPR002 the LS&M Railroad Beam Avenues Effect
XX-RRD- LS&M Railroad White Bear Lake to White Bear Adverse
NPROO5 Corridor Historic Hugo Segment Lake Effect
District
RA-SPC-2926 | Theodore Hamm Minnehaha Avenue Saint Paul No Adverse
Brewing Company East between Payne Effect
Complex Avenue & Stroh Drive

Rush Line BRT 54 USC § 306108 MOA




Inventory or Effect
Site No. Property Name Address City Finding
RA-SPC-0455 | 3M Administration 777 Forest Street Saint Paul No Adverse
Building (3M Main Effect
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 from Saint Paul No Adverse
RA-SPC-5685 Indian Mounds Park to Effect with
Lake Phalen Conditions
Site 21RA70 | Gladstone Shops Southwest corner of Maplewood No Adverse
(Gladstone Savanna Frost Avenue and Effect
Neighborhood English Street
Preserve)
RA-MWC-0134 | Moose Lodge 963 1946 English Street Maplewood No Adverse
North Effect with
Conditions®
RA-MWC-0106 | Madeline L. Weaver | 2135 Binghamton Maplewood No Adverse
Elementary School Street Effect with
Conditions
RA-WBC-0031 | Polar Chevrolet 1801 County Road F White Bear No Adverse
Bear/Paul R. Bear East Lake Effect

3 FTA originally found that the Project would have No Adverse Effect to Moose Lodge 963; MnSHPO did not

concur. FTA in consultation with MnSHPO and other Consulting Parties developed conditions to ensure the Project
would avoid adverse effects to the historic property. Those conditions are reflected in this MOA.

Rush Line BRT 54 USC § 306108 MOA



Attachment D
Standard Mitigation Measure to Repair Unanticipated Damage to Historic Properties in
Accordance with SOI Standards

APPLICABILITY

This measure may be implemented either during or after the completion of PROJECT
construction to resolve, or resolve in part, an adverse effect identified under MOA Stipulation
XIV.

In addition to meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s (SOI) Standards for the Treatment of
Historic Properties (36 CFR Part 68), as applicable (SOI Standards), repairs to the historic
property shall also follow the guidance provided within National Park Service’s Preservation
Briefs (https://www.nps.gov/tps/how-to-preserve/briefs.htm) to the greatest extent possible.

The Metropolitan Council is responsible for ensuring that the deliverables outlined below are
submitted and reviewed as described.

DELIVERABLES:

e Scope of Work, including plans, specifications, and/or other documentation necessary to
ensure work is carried out pursuant to the SOI Standards.

e Ifapplicable, a description of new construction protection measures (CPMs) required to
avoid additional effects on the historic property

e Historic property inspections as described in MOA Stipulation VII.A.iii.b. As noted in
MOA Stipulation XIV, one inspection is required to document the damage to the historic
property immediately following discovery of the damage. A post construction historic
property inspection is also required to document that the repairs were carried out as
planned and that no additional harm was done to the historic property.

Deliverables shall be submitted and reviewed as documented in the Course of Action prepared
under Stipulation XIV and as specified during consultation. Unless otherwise specified during
consultation, and agreed to in writing, all repairs and deliverables shall be completed no later
than one (1) year following the date the Project initiates revenue service operations.

Rush Line BRT 54 USC § 306108 MOA
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APPENDIX C

SECTION 4(F) CONCURRENCE LETTERS



As the official with jurisdiction over Pedro Park, | concur that the Rush Line Bus Rapid Transit (BRT)
Project would not adversely affect the activities, features and attributes that qualify Pedro Park for
protection under Section 4(f) and that the temporary occupancy of Pedro Park would not constitute a
Section 4(f) use because:

e The duration of use would be temporary (i.e., less than the time needed for construction of the
project), and there would be no change in ownership of land.

e The scope of work would be minor (i.e., both the nature and magnitude of the changes to the
Section 4(f) resource would be minimal).

e There would be no anticipated permanent adverse physical impacts, nor would there be
interference with the protected activities, features or attributes of the resource, on either a
temporary or permanent basis.

e The land being used would be fully restored to a condition that is at least as good as that which
existed before the project.

| understand that concurrence with the above will result in the Federal Transit Administration making a
determination that the Rush Line BRT Project would not result in a Section 4(f) use of Pedro Park.

/L/?// / /// 8/28/2020

Michael Hahm Date
Director of Parks and Recreation
City of Saint Paul



As the official with jurisdiction over Phalen Regional Park, | concur that the Rush Line Bus Rapid Transit
(BRT) Project would not adversely affect the activities, features and attributes that qualify Phalen
Regional Park for protection under Section 4(f) and that the temporary occupancy of Phalen Regional
Park would not constitute a Section 4(f) use because:

e The duration of use would be temporary (i.e., less than the time needed for construction of the
project), and there would be no change in ownership of land.

e The scope of work would be minor (i.e., both the nature and magnitude of the changes to the
Section 4(f) resource would be minimal).

e There would be no anticipated permanent adverse physical impacts, nor would there be
interference with the protected activities, features or attributes of the resource, on either a
temporary or permanent basis.

e The land being used would be fully restored to a condition that is at least as good as that which
existed before the project.

| understand that concurrence with the above will result in the Federal Transit Administration making a
determination that the Rush Line BRT Project would not result in a Section 4(f) use of Phalen Regional
Park.

) / / /
A //%//V/@é 7 8/28/2020

Michael Hahm Date
Director of Parks and Recreation
City of Saint Paul



As the official with jurisdiction over the Bruce Vento Trail access from English Street, | concur that the
Rush Line Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Project would not adversely affect the activities, features and
attributes that qualify the Bruce Vento Trail access from English Street for protection under Section 4(f)
and that the temporary occupancy of the Bruce Vento Trail access from English Street would not
constitute a Section 4(f) use because:

e The duration of use would be temporary (i.e., less than the time needed for construction of the
project), and there would be no change in ownership of land.

e The scope of work would be minor (i.e., both the nature and magnitude of the changes to the
Section 4(f) resource would be minimal).

e There would be no anticipated permanent adverse physical impacts, nor would there be
interference with the protected activities, features or attributes of the resource, on either a
temporary or permanent basis.

e The land being used would be fully restored to a condition that is at least as good as that which
existed before the project.

| understand that concurrence with the above will result in the Federal Transit Administration making a
determination that the Rush Line BRT Project would not result in a Section 4(f) use of the Bruce Vento
Trail access from English Street.

SM Zﬁ% Public Works Director/City Engineer 11/30/2020

Name Date



As the official with jurisdiction over the TCO Sports Garden, | concur that the Rush Line Bus Rapid Transit
(BRT) Project would not adversely affect the activities, features and attributes that qualify the TCO
Sports Garden for protection under Section 4(f) and that the temporary occupancy of the TCO Sports
Garden would not constitute a Section 4(f) use because:

The duration of use would be temporary (i.e., less than the time needed for construction of the
project), and there would be no change in ownership of land.

The scope of work would be minor (i.e., both the nature and magnitude of the changes to the
Section 4(f) resource would be minimal).

There would be no anticipated permanent adverse physical impacts, nor would there be
interference with the protected activities, features or attributes of the resource, on either a
temporary or permanent basis.

The land being used would be fully restored to a condition that is at least as good as that which
existed before the project.

| understand that concurrence with the above will result in the Federal Transit Administration making a
determination that the Rush Line BRT Project would not result in a Section 4(f) use of the TCO Sports

Garden.

bakidl%p L

Name — Scott Yonke Date
Title — Director of Planning and Development
Ramsey County Parks and Recreation Department



As the official with jurisdiction over the Gateway State Trail, | concur that the Rush Line Bus Rapid
Transit (BRT) Project would not adversely affect the activities, features and attributes that qualify the
Gateway State Trail for protection under Section 4(f) and that the temporary occupancy of the Gateway
State Trail would not constitute a Section 4(f) use because:

The duration of use would be temporary (i.e., less than the time needed for construction of the
project), and there would be no change in ownership of land.

The scope of work would be minor (i.e., both the nature and magnitude of the changes to the
Section 4(f) resource would be minimal).

There would be no anticipated permanent adverse physical impacts, nor would there be
interference with the protected activities, features or attributes of the resource, on either a
temporary or permanent basis.

The land being used would be fully restored to a condition that is at least as good as that which
existed before the project.

| understand that concurrence with the above will result in the Federal Transit Administration making a
determination that the Rush Line BRT Project would not result in a Section 4(f) use of the Gateway State

Trail.

Digitally signed by Kent Skaar
Ke nt S ka a r Date: 2021.01.11 06:53:51 -06'00'

1/11/2021

Kent Skaar Date
Senior Project Manager

Parks and Trails Division

Minnesota Department of Natural Resources

500 Lafayette Road

St. Paul, MN 55155



United States Department of the Interior

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance
Custom House, Room 244
200 Chestnut Street
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19106-2904

IN REPLY REFER TO:

June 22, 2021

9043.1
ER21/0180

Mr. William Wheeler

U.S. Department of Transportation
Federal Transportation Administration
200 West Adams Street Suite 320
Chicago, IL 60606

RE: Section 4 (f) Evaluation, FTA Metro Transit Rush Line Bus Rapid Transit (Rush Line
BRT) Project, Ramsey County, Minnesota

Dear Mr. Wheeler:

The Department of the Interior (Department) has reviewed the draft Section 4(f) evaluation for
construction of a new Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) route in Minnesota. The document considers
effects under Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966 (codified at 49 U.S.C.
303) associated with the project.

Background Information

The U.S. Department of Transportation’s Federal Transit Administration (FTA) is proposing
construction of a new BRT route connecting Saint Paul, Maplewood, White Bear Township,
Vadnais Heights, Gem Lake, and White Bear Lake in Minnesota. The route would add 21
stations and would primarily run along existing roads and rail rights-of-way. An environmental
assessment (EA) is being prepared for this project by Ramsey County, on behalf of the Ramsey
County Regional Railroad Authority.

Section 4(f) Comments

Section 4(f) applies to both historic and recreational resources impacted by the project. There
are 18 public parks and recreation areas within the project area, and 28 historic properties in the
project area that are listed in, or eligible for listing in, the National Register of Historic Places.



Historic Properties

The 28 historic properties in the project area include historic structures, railroad depots and
alignments, and roadways. The proposed alternative would require temporary occupancy of nine
historic properties. The Department concurs with FTA’s determination that the temporary
occupancy of these sites does not constitute a Section 4(f) use because it would meet the
conditions outlined in 23 CFR § 774.13.

Section 4(f) use of five sites is anticipated:

e Madeline L. Weaver Elementary School (de minimis impact)

e Lake Superior & Mississippi Railroad Corridor Historic District: Saint Paul to White
Bear Lake Segment

e 1868 Alignment of the Lake Superior & Mississippi Railroad between Eldridge Avenue
East and County Road B East

e 1868 Alignment of the Lake Superior & Mississippi Railroad between Gervais Avenue
and County Road C

e 1868 Alignment of the Lake Superior & Mississippi Railroad between Kohlman Avenue
and Beam Avenue

The proposed alternative would result in potential de minimis impact under Section 4(f) to the
Madeline L. Weaver Elementary School. According to the draft Section 4(f) evaluation, FTA
has determined that the project would have no adverse effect to this historic property if certain
conditions are met, including reestablishing vegetative screening between the school and project
elements, and completing a design review process. The Minnesota State Historic Preservation
Office (SHPO) concurred with this determination on January 8, 2021.

The draft Section 4(f) evaluation indicates that all adverse effects to resources associated with
the Lake Superior & Mississippi Railroad will be mitigated through continued consultation under
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, including consultation with the Minnesota
SHPO. A draft Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) between the FTA and SHPO is included in
Appendix C of the EA, which includes several mitigating measures.

The Department concurs with the FTA’s determination that there is no reasonable or prudent
avoidance alternative to the Section 4(f) use of these properties. The Department also concurs
with the determination that the proposed alternative would constitute an adverse effect to these
historic properties under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, and that adverse
effects to the Madeline L. Weaver Elementary School could be avoided if vegetative screening
and design review are implemented.

The Department has a continuing interest in working with the FTA to ensure impacts to
resources of concern are adequately addressed. Final concurrence for this project is contingent
on successful mitigation of adverse effects to 4(f) properties through a finalized MOA

For issues concerning Section 4(f) resources, please contact James Lange, Planning and
Compliance Program Manager, Regions 3, 4, and 5, National Park Service, 601 Riverfront
Drive, Omaha, Nebraska 68102, or by email at James Lange@nps.gov.



We appreciate the opportunity to provide these comments.

Sincerely,

John V. Nelson
Regional Environmental Officer



Haase, Rachel

From: Beimers, Sarah (ADM) <sarah.beimers@state.mn.us>

Sent: Tuesday, July 6, 2021 5:11 PM

To: Breiseth, Elizabeth (FTA) <elizabeth.breiseth@dot.gov>

Subject: RE: Rush Line Bus Rapid Transit Project, Ramsey County - Draft Environmental Assessment and Section 4(f)
Evaluation, SHPO Project# 2019-0985

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the Department of Transportation (DOT). Do not click on links or open attachments
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Elizabeth,

Thank you for checking in. No, our office does not have any additional comments on the Draft EA and Section 4(f)
evaluation.

Sarah

Sarah Beimers (she/her*) | Environmental Review Program Manager
State Historic Preservation Office

Minnesota Department of Administration

50 Sherburne Avenue, Suite 203

Saint Paul, Minnesota 55155

(651) 201-3290 | sarah.beimers@state.mn.us

*Why this matters.

The SHPO office is closed to visitors and unable to accommodate in-person research and deliveries. Mail is being
delivered to the office via USPS, FedEx and UPS. Our office will continue to take file search requests via
DataRequestSHPO@state.mn.us. Check SHPO's webpage for the latest updates and we thank you for your continued
patience.

From: Breiseth, Elizabeth (FTA) <elizabeth.breiseth@dot.gov>

Sent: Tuesday, July 6, 2021 6:11 AM

To: Beimers, Sarah (ADM) <sarah.beimers@state.mn.us>

Subject: RE: Rush Line Bus Rapid Transit Project, Ramsey County - Draft Environmental Assessment and Section 4(f)
Evaluation, SHPO Project# 2019-0985

This message may be from an external email source.
Do not select links or open attachments unless verified. Report all suspicious emails to Minnesota IT Services Security Operations Center.

Morning Sarah,
| hope you had a nice holiday weekend. The 45-day public comment period for the Rush Line BRT EA and Section 4(f)
evaluation ended on June 25™. I’'m checking in to see if your office had any comments outside of those you provided for

the MOA.

Thanks, Elizabeth



From: Wheeler, William (FTA) <William.Wheeler@dot.gov>

Sent: Tuesday, May 11, 2021 2:28 PM

To: Beimers, Sarah (ADM) <sarah.beimers@state.mn.us>

Cc: Breiseth, Elizabeth (FTA) <elizabeth.breiseth@dot.gov>; Gitzlaff, Andrew J <andrew.gitzlaff@CO.RAMSEY.MN.US>;
Rogers, Michael <Michael.Rogers@CO.RAMSEY.MN.US>; Carlson, Charles (Charles.Carlson@metrotransit.org)
<Charles.Carlson@metrotransit.org>; 'Johnson, Chelsa' <Chelsa.Johnson@metrotransit.org>; Jessica.Laabs@kimley-
horn.com; Jeanne Witzig (jeanne.witzig@kimley-horn.com) <jeanne.witzig@kimley-horn.com>

Subject: Rush Line Bus Rapid Transit Project, Ramsey County - Draft Environmental Assessment and Section 4(f)
Evaluation, SHPO Project# 2019-0985

Sarah,

Attached is notification of the availability of the Draft Environmental Assessment and Section 4(f) Evaluation for the
Rush Line Bus Rapid Transit Project. FTA is requesting concurrence on temporary occupancy of nine Section 4(f) Historic
Sites, informing the MnSHPO of FTA’s intention to make a de minimus impact determination for one historic site, and
providing for your review and comment of the draft Section 4(f) Evaluation.

A copy of the Draft Environmental Assessment and Section 4(f) Evaluation is available online at: www.rushline.org.
Please contact me if you have any questions.

Thank you!

Bill Wheeler

Community Planner

Federal Transit Administration
200 W. Adams Street, Suite 320
Chicago, IL 60606

Phone: 312.353.2639

Fax: 312.886.0351

Email: William.Wheeler@dot.gov




As the official with jurisdiction over Harvest Park, | concur that the use and impacts of the Rush Line Bus
Rapid Transit (BRT) Project, combined with the identified avoidance, minimization, and mitigation
measures, will not adversely affect the activities, features and attributes that qualify Harvest Park for
protection under Section 4(f). | understand that concurrence with the Federal Transit Administration’s
assessment of the impact will result in the Federal Transit Administration making a Section 4(f) de
minimis determination for the impacts to Harvest Park.

M W WC)'&% 202/

4 Marylee Ab
Mayor
City of Maplewood



!&5 the official with jurisdiction over Eastside Heritage Park, | concur that the use and impacts of the Rush
Line Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Project, combined with the identified avoidance, minimization, and
mitigation measures, will not adversely affect the activities, features and attributes that qualify Eastside
Heritage Park for protection under Section 4(f). | understand that concurrence with the Federal Transit
Administration’s assessment of the impact will result in the Federal Transit Administration making a
Section &4(f) de minimis determination for the impacts to Eastside Heritage Park. The permanent project
impacts need to go through Saint Paul Parks & Recreation Parkland Diversion process.

nij-{::.r?z-tj%ﬂ 23, 2021 15:18 COT) J u l 28 ¥ 202 1

Michael Hahm Date
Director of Parks and Recreation
City of 5aint Paul




As the official with jurisdiction over Weaver Elementary School, | concur that the use and impacts of the
Rush Line Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Project, combined with the identified avoidance, minimization, and
mitigation measures, will not adversely affect the activities, features and attributes that qualify Weaver
Elementary School for protection under Section 4{f}. The District has identified a need to review fencing
and other safety considerations, which will be further examined and agreed upon between the District
and the Project during the design process. | understand that concurrence with the Federal Transit
Administration’s assessment of the impact will result in the Federal Transit Administration making a
Section 4{f} de minimis determination for the impacts to Weaver Elementary School.

L2y~ 5/ (4 / 22\

Benjamin Jérman Date
ISD 622:8chool Boprl Clerk



APPENDIX D

OPEN HOUSE EXHIBITS



WELCOME

RUSH LINE ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
VIRTUAL OPEN HOUSE

We will begin shortly.



ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

VIRTUAL OPEN HOUSE
JUNE 2 AND 3, 2021



Land Acknowledgement

Every community owes its existence and vitality to generations from around the
world who contributed their hopes, dreams, and energy to making the history that
led to this moment. Some were brought here against their will, some were drawn
to leave their distant homes in hope of a better life, and some have lived on this
land since time immemorial. Truth and acknowledgment are critical to building
mutual respect and connection across all barriers of heritage and difference.

We are standing on the ancestral lands of the Dakota People. We want to
acknowledge the Ojibwe, the Ho Chunk and the other nations of people who also
called this place home. We pay respects to their elders past and present. Please
take a moment to consider the treaties made by the tribal nations that entitle non-
Native people to live and work on traditional Native lands. Consider the many
legacies of violence, displacement, migration, and settlement that bring us
together here today. And please join us in uncovering such truths at any and all
public events.

The acknowledgment given in the USDAC Honor Native Land Guide - edited to reflect Minnesota tribes. In
review with SIA and endorsed by Shannon Geshick, Executive Director Minnesota Indian Affairs Council.



Topics

Virtual meeting procedures.

Where to view the Environmental Assessment and
how to comment.

Project background and overview.

Environmental Assessment overview.
— Purpose.
— Topics covered.

Next steps.
Recorded question and answer with project staff.



Virtual Meeting Procedures

Attendees may ask questions by using the Q&A or the “raise
hand” feature only during the discussion period. The host will
unmute you in order of hands raised.

This open house is being recorded and a summary of the Q&A
will be provided in the environmental decision document.

Email avalenti@srfconsulting.com if you are having issues
connecting.

Closed captions and interpretation services are available for this
meeting. Select your preferred language by clicking the globe
icon at the bottom of the screen.



mailto:avalenti@srfconsulting.com

Where to View the EA

rushline.orq.

Ramsey County Law Library, 15 West Kellogg Boulevard,
Suite 1815 Courthouse, Saint Paul, MN 55102.

East Side Enterprise Center, 804 Margaret Street, Saint Paul,
MN 55106.

Ramsey County Library — Maplewood, 3025 Southlawn Drive,
Maplewood, MN 551009.

Vadnais Heights City Hall, 800 East County Road E, Vadnais
Heights, MN 55127.

Gem Lake City Hall, 4200 Otter Lake Road, White Bear Lake,
MN 55110.

Ramsey County Library — White Bear Lake, 2150 2" Street,
White Bear Lake, MN 55110.



https://www.ramseycounty.us/residents/roads-transit/transit-corridors-studies/rush-line-brt-project

How to Comment

 Submit official comments via:
— Email to info@rushline.orq.

— Environmental Process page comment form on
rushline.org.

— Via malil to:
Andy Gitzlaff, Senior Transportation Planner

Ramsey County
15 W Kellogg Boulevard, Suite 210 Courthouse
Saint Paul, MN 55102

« Substantive comments will be responded to in the
environmental decision document, which will be published
later this yeatr.



mailto:info@rushline.org
https://www.ramseycounty.us/residents/roads-transit/transit-corridors-studies/rush-line-brt-project




o 2014-2017: Pre-Project Development Study.

— Evaluated 55 route segments and 7 transit modes to
identify Locally Preferred Alternative.

 Environmental analysis phase key tasks:
— Environmental Assessment.
— Engineering.
— Station area planning.
— Public engagement.
o Construction expected 2024-2026.



Dedicated guideway BRT.
Frequent, all day service.

Phalen Boulevard and
Robert Street into downtown
Saint Paul.

Ramsey County rail right-of-
way (shared with Bruce
Vento Trail).

Highway 61 north of 1-694
into White Bear Lake.

Explore future connections
to Hugo and Forest Lake
and other system
improvements.

10






« High-quality
service.

— Operates mostly
In own lane.

— Frequent and
reliable.

— Serves different
market than
express service.

* MO d ern b USES. METRO Orange Line BRT I-35W & Burnsville Parkway station
— Easy boarding at _
all doors.  Upgraded stations.

— Ticket machines, heat, lighting, bike
storage, real-time departure signs, raised
platforms, maps, benches, and trash and
recycling receptacles. 12

— Electric, quiet and
low-emissions.



13



 An Environmental Assessment is an
analysis required by the National Fransportation
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) that Needs
evaluates impacts and benefits from
proposed projects.

 Purpose:
- E!’]SUI’G project Compliance Public Input Social Impacts
with environmental laws. ~— N -
— Evaluate project benefits
and impacts to environmental, Process

social, economic and
transportation resources.

— Identify solutions to avoid,
minimize and mitigate project Economic Ervironmental
Impacts. Impacts Impacts

— Inform the public and agencies on
Impacts as part of the project’s
decision-making process. 4



Who Is Involved?

(‘ Federal Transit Administration (FTA).
— Lead governmental agency.

— Ramsey County and Metropolitan Council will pursue
project funding through FTA's Capital Investment Grants
Program.

B Domsey County.
‘ y Y

— Project sponsor and Responsible Governmental Unit for
state environmental review process.

" Cooperating agency: Federal Highway Administration.

4 — Provide input on project’s purpose and need, impacts and
alternative definition, and resource analyses.

15



Environmental Assessment Overview

16



Topics in the Environmental Assessment

Purpose and need.

Public and agency coordination.
Alternatives.

Transportation resources.

Community and social resources.
Physical and environmental resources.

Section 4(f) resources (parks, recreation areas, wildlife
refuges and historic sites).

Indirect effects and cumulative impacts.

Section 106 resources (historic and cultural resources).

17



Purpose and Need

Purpose: to provide transit service that satisfies the
long-term regional mobility and accessibility needs for
businesses and the traveling public and supports
sustainable development within the study area.

Needs:

Meeting increasing demand
for reliable, high-frequency
transit

Serving the needs
of people who rely
on transit

Planning for

: Expanding multimodal
sustainable growth " .
and development " travel options

18



Public and Agency Coordination

e Public engagement:

— Spoke with more than 3,400
people at more than 160
public engagement events
to share project information
and gather input.

« Agency coordination:

— Project advisory
committees.

— Resource-specific agencies
(e.g., US Army Corps of
Engineers, Minnesota
Department of Natural
Resources).

CLUES Fiesta Latina, August 2019

19



Alternatives

Build Alternative.

— With Highway 36
station park-and-ride.

— Without Highway 36
station park-and-ride.

No Build Alternative.

20



Transportation Resources

POTENTIAL IMPACTS
RESOURCE AREA NO SHORT- LONG-

CONCERN TERM TERM

Traffic

Transit

Parking, driveways and
loading zones

Pedestrian and bicycle
facilities

Freight ralil

Aviation

21



o Traffic:
— Queuing issues addressed by adjusting turn lanes, transit
signal priority and traffic signal phases.
e Transit:

— Expected to attract new riders; potential temporary stop
relocations, closures or route detours would be
communicated in advance.

 Parking, driveways and loading zones:
— Build Alternative: net gain of parking spaces.
— Build Alternative without Highway 36 park-and-ride: net loss
of parking spaces.

— Other permanent impacts: no loading zones affected; loss of
one driveway in a commercial area.

— Construction staging plan would minimize temporary impacts.
22



Pedestrian and bicycle facilities:
— New connections and upgrades to existing facilities.

— Reconstruction of segments of the Bruce Vento Regional
Trail.

— Planned in-street bike lane on Phalen Boulevard would
not be built; adjacent Bruce Vento Regional Trail is
available to bicyclists.

Freight rail:
— No permanent impacts.

— Temporary construction easements would affect small
portions of three railroad properties.

23



Community and Social Resources

RESOURCE AREA NO SHORT- LONG-
CONCERN TERM TERM

Land use plan compatibility

Neighborhoods and
community resources

Land acquisitions and
relocations

Visual resources
Economics
Safety and security

Environmental justice

24



 Neighborhoods and community resources:
— Improve access to many community facilities.

— Minor partial acquisitions along the edge of community
facility properties would not include any buildings or
Impede any property’s primary use.

— Traffic detours, sidewalk closures and construction noise
and dust may temporarily affect traffic patterns and
neighborhood character.

 Land acquisitions and relocations:

— No full acquisitions would be required.

— All acquisitions (temporary construction easements and
permanent acquisitions) would be partial acquisitions that
would not include any buildings or impede any property’s
primary use.

25



Visual resources:

— Construction of guideway and stations would create
moderate to high visual contrast in some locations in the
short and long term.

— Mitigation measures include change in station locations
and creation of the Ramsey County Rail Right-of-Way
Design Guide.

Economics:

— No full commercial property acquisitions or business
displacements would be required; some partial temporary
construction easements and permanent acquisitions
would be needed.

— Temporary and permanent loss of on- and off-street
parking spaces not anticipated to have adverse impacts.

— Potential short-term construction impacts to businesses.

26



Safety and security:

— Safety programs, public information efforts and other
protective measures would be implemented to mitigate
potential safety risks posed by construction activity.

— Safety and Security Plans for Rush Line BRT operation
would be created in coordination with local law
enforcement and emergency response personnel.

— Where short-term closures are needed, detour routes
would be created for pedestrian, bicycle and vehicular

traffic.
Environmental justice:

— No disproportionately high and adverse effects on minority
and low-income populations identified in the study area.

— Anticipated benefits include improved access to
community facilities and overall economic benefits.

27



Physical and Environmental Resources

RESOURCE AREA

Utilities

Surface water

Water quality and stormwater
Geology, groundwater and soils
Hazardous materials

Noise and vibration

Protected species and wildlife habitat
Air quality

Energy

Farmlands

POTENTIAL IMPACTS

NO
CONCERN

SHORT-
TERM

LONG-TERM

28



o Utilities:
— Permanent impacts avoided, minimized and mitigated with input
from owners.

— Minimal service disruptions would occur during construction;
utility owners would decide whether and when these occur.

» Surface water:

— Floodplain impacts resulting from stormwater management
features or roadway modifications; mitigation coordinated with
watershed districts and other appropriate agencies.

— The project is anticipated to impact 1.02 acres of five wetlands,
which would be regulated under the Minnesota Wetland
Conservation Act. Of these impacts, 0.25 acres of three wetlands
are under the jurisdiction of the US Army Corps of Engineers
under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.

29



 Water quality and stormwater:

— Approximately 27 acres of new impervious surface and 26 acres
of reconstructed impervious surfaces.

— Mitigation coordinated with watershed districts, Minnesota
Department of Transportation and Minnesota Pollution Control
Agency; potential locations for stormwater management features
included in project.

— Construction would disturb paved and vegetated areas,
necessitating temporary stormwater management.

 Geology, groundwater and soils:

— No permanent impacts; dewatering would be coordinated with
Minnesota Department of Natural Resources during construction
if needed.

— Erosion control measures will be used as needed during
construction and if any soils are removed they will be disposed
of or reused in accordance with local ordinances.

30



Hazardous materials:

— Site mitigation and management of contaminated and
regulated materials would occur as needed.

— No hazardous or regulated materials would be produced,;
oils, grease and other waste from vehicle upkeep would
be performed in accordance with industry standards.

Noise and vibration:
— No long-term impacts anticipated.

— Temporary noise impacts may result from construction; a
noise and vibration control plan would mitigate these
Impacts.

31



o Air quality:
— No long-term impacts anticipated.
— Temporary road closures or capacity reductions may
result in traffic detouring to parallel roadways, increasing

emissions and air pollutants. These are not anticipated to
generate concentrations exceeding air quality standards.

— US Environmental Protection Agency recommended
measures would be used to reduce short-term impacts.

32



* Protected species and wildlife habitat:

No adverse impacts expected to protected species in
project area.

Potential impacts to rusty-patched bumble bee and
monarch butterfly habitat mitigated by commitment to
reseed disturbed areas with native seed mixes.

Potential to encounter Blanding’s turtle during
construction; Minnesota Department of Natural Resources
best practices will be followed for work within or near
Blanding’s turtle habitat.

Short-term impacts mitigated through erosion control,
stabilization and other best management practice
measures.

33



Section 4(f), Section 6(f) and Section 106

POTENTIAL IMPACTS
RESOURCE AREA NO SHORT- LONG-
CONCERN TERM TERM

Section 4(f)
Section 6(f)

Historic properties

34



Section 4(f) of the Transportation Act of
1966

Section 4(f) is federal law that protects publicly owned parks,
recreation areas and wildlife and/or waterfowl refuges and
publicly or privately owned significant historic sites.
The evaluation of impacts considers if a project would:

— Permanently incorporate or temporarily occupy land.

— Substantially impair protected features due to proximity.

A project cannot use a Section 4(f) resource unless FTA
determines that:

— The project would have a de minimis impact.

— There is no feasible and prudent avoidance alternative, and the
project includes all possible planning to minimize harm to the
property.

35



Section 4(f) of the Transportation Act of 1966

FTA has complied with Section 4(f) by:
— ldentifying protected properties within the project area.
— Consulting with officials with jurisdiction of protected properties.
— Assessing potential impacts and examining ways to avoid impacts.
— ldentifying potential minimization and mitigation strategies.

De minimis impacts: e Section 4(f) use of historic sites.
— Eastside Heritage Park. — Lake Superior & Mississippi Railroad
— Phalen Park. Corridor Historic District: Saint Paul to

_ Harvest Park. White Bear Lake Segment.
_ Weaver Elementary — 12_368_ Al_ign_men_t of the Lake Superior &
School. Mississippi Railroad between:
« Eldridge Avenue and County Road B East.
» Gervais Avenue and County Road C
« Kohlman Avenue and Beam Avenue. 36



Section 106: Historic Properties

Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act of
1966 requires federal
agencies to consider the
effects of their undertakings
on historic properties.

A historic property is any
prehistoric or historic
district, site, building,
structure or object included
In or eligible for inclusion in
the National Register of
Historic Places.

Union Depot, Saint Paul
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National Register of Historic Places

Official list of properties recognized for their significance in
American history, architecture, archaeology, engineering and
culture.

A property must retain sufficient integrity to convey its
significance and meet one or more of the following criteria:

Criterion A:
Association with
events, activities or
broad patterns of
history.

Criterion B:
Association with
persons significant
In the past.

Criterion C:
Characteristics of a Criterion D:
type, period or Potential to yield
method of information.
construction.
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Step 1

Initiate the process by
inviting the State
Historic Preservation
Office, Tribal Historic
Preservation Offices,
and other interested

parties into consultation.

Section 106 Process

Step 2 Step 3

Identify historic Assess how those

properties within a historic properties might
defined Area of Potential be affected by the
Effects. project.

Step 4

Resolve adverse
effects, if any, through
reaching agreement

with consulting parties

on measures to avoid,

minimize or mitigate the
effects.
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Assessment of Effects

FTA has determined that the Rush Line BRT Project will
have an Adverse Effect on historic properties.

In particular, the project will have:
— No Adverse Effect on 14 historic properties.

— No Adverse Effect, with conditions, on 9 historic
properties.

— Adverse Effect on 5 historic properties.
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Section 106 Memorandum of Agreement

Outlines the measures identified to avoid, minimize or
mitigate any adverse effects to historic properties.

|dentifies design development and review processes that will
be followed before and during construction.

The Memorandum of Agreement is available for public review
and comment during the Environmental Assessment public
comment period.

Public comments will be considered by the Federal Transit
Administration in consultation with the Minnesota State
Historic Preservation Office and consulting parties prior to the
finalization of the Memorandum of Agreement. The final
document and associated reporting will be available at
rushline.org.
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Environmental Assessment/Environmental
Assessment Worksheet Schedule

Activity

May 11 — June 25, 2021  45-day public comment period
June 2,3 and 17, 2021 Open houses

Summer 2021 « Concurrence from officials with jurisdiction on de
minimis impacts to Section 4(f) resources.
* Finalize Section 106 Memorandum of
Agreement.

43



Environmental Assessment/Environmental
Assessment Worksheet Schedule

Activity

October 2021 .

Fall/winter 2021

Federal Transit Administration issues environmental
decision document (includes final Section 4(f)
determination).

Ramsey County issues state environmental decision
document.

Federal Highway Administration issues environmental
decision document as cooperating agency (needed for
interstate right-of-way use approval).

Rush Line BRT Project transitions to the Metropolitan
Council after environmental decision.

44



45



How to Comment

Submit official comments via:
— Email to info@rushline.orq.

— Environmental Assessment comment form on
rushline.orq.

— Via malil to:
Andy Gitzlaff, Senior Transportation Planner
Ramsey County
15 W Kellogg Boulevard, Suite 210 Courthouse
Saint Paul, MN 55102

Substantive comments will be responded to in the
environmental decision document, which will be published in
fall 2021.
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Questions?

* Please stay on topic and be respectful.

» Attendees may ask questions by using the Q&A or the “raise
hand” feature only during the discussion period. The host will
unmute you in order of hands raised.

e Panelists:

Andy Gitzlaff, Ramsey County Project Managetr.
Frank Alarcon, Ramsey County Deputy Project Manager.

Barbara Howard, Minnesota Department of Transportation
historian.

Jeanne Witzig, Consultant Team Project Manager.
Jessica Laabs, Consultant Team Environmental Lead.
Jim Gersema, Consultant Team Design Lead.

o A summary of the Q&A will be provided in the final
environmental document.
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ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT R

VIRTUAL OPEN HOUSE

Q&A SESSION SUMMARY

On June 2 and 3, 2021, Rush Line Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Project staff held a set of virtual open
houses to provide information about the Environmental Assessment prepared for the Rush Line BRT
Project. Recordings of the virtual open houses are available online:

e June 2.
e June 3.

A summary of the questions asked by attendees and the answers provided by project staff is below. In
some cases, links have been included to share additional information.

PROJECT OVERVIEW
Locally Preferred Alternative

Question: How was BRT chosen as the mode of transit instead of light rail?

Answer: The Pre-Project Development Study (2014-2017) examined 55 route segments and
several types of transit through an extensive public engagement and technical
evaluation process to determine which route and type of transit would best meet the
project’s overall purpose and need. Light rail, commuter rail, modern streetcar, bus
rapid transit (BRT) and local bus service were all evaluated in the Pre-Project
Development Study, and BRT proved to be the best transit mode. BRT provides a
similar quality of service to light rail at roughly half of the cost and does not have the
potential noise and vibration impacts of light rail. It is faster than local bus service and
offers high quality amenities such as improved stations, off-board fare payment and
more.

The route and BRT alternative selected serves the highest number of riders, including
people who rely on transit, and provides the greatest potential for economic
development while maximizing cost effectiveness.

Question: How long will it take to travel from Saint Paul to White Bear Lake?

Answer: The travel time from Union Depot in Saint Paul to the Downtown White Bear Lake
station is estimated to be approximately 45 to 50 minutes. The travel time estimate will
be refined as the project design is advanced.

Vehicle Selection

Question: Metro Transit recently decided to purchase biodiesel buses instead of electric
buses. Would Rush Line BRT also use biodiesel buses?

Answer: The Environmental Assessment prepared for the Rush Line BRT project assumes the
use of an electric vehicle fleet.

Metro Transit has tested electric buses on the METRO C Line. These buses have not
performed as well as anticipated on measures including range and charging
infrastructure. Over the next few years, Metro Transit will evaluate improvements to
battery technology and other electric bus components to determine whether it will be
feasible to purchase electric buses to use when Rush Line BRT begins operations in
2026.


https://www.ramseycounty.us/file/rush-line-brt-ea-virtual-open-house-june-2mp4-0
https://www.ramseycounty.us/file/rush-line-brt-ea-virtual-open-house-june-3mp4
https://www.ramseycounty.us/sites/default/files/Projects%20and%20Initiatives/Rush%20Line%20LPA%20Report%20-%20Final.pdf
https://www.ramseycounty.us/sites/default/files/Projects%20and%20Initiatives/2019%2001%2007%20Rush%20Line%20Purpose%20%26%20Need%20One%20Pager.pdf
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Question:

Answer:

Question:

Answer:

If batteries do not provide enough electricity for buses to operate, will overhead
wires be used to power buses?

The project does not intend to use overhead wires. Buses will be charged overnight in
Metro Transit garage facilities. Battery range may be extended by on-route chargers at
one or both ends of the route.

Will Rush Line BRT buses have bike racks?

Yes, Rush Line BRT buses will have bike racks on the front bumper. Rush Line BRT
stations will also have bike racks.

Ridership and Cost

Question:

Answer:

Question:

Answer:

What percent of the project capital cost is expected to be funded federally?

Projects such as Rush Line BRT can apply for funding through the Federal Transit
Administration’s Capital Investment Grants program. To qualify, the project must meet
several criteria including ridership, cost effectiveness, environmental benefits and
congestion relief as well as land use and economic development. Based on the current
program guidelines, the project can receive up to half its funding through this program.
The Rush Line BRT Project will apply for this program in fall 2021.

Ramsey County will provide the remainder of funding for the project’s capital cost from
the Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority levy and the Ramsey County transit
sales tax, which is a 0.75 percent sales tax that is used to pay for the Ramsey County
share of METRO Green Line operations costs as well as transit capital projects. The
project will also seek state funding, though it has not been committed yet. Operations
costs will be funded by the Ramsey County sales tax and state funds provided through
the Metropolitan Council.

Has the project been adjusted to reflect ridership changes resulting from the
COVID-19 pandemic?

Ridership forecasts were completed based on data collected before the pandemic
began. These forecasts used several inputs including current transit system ridership,
changes in ridership over time, travel patterns, population and employment densities,
and an on-board transit survey that was completed in 2018.

While transit ridership declined during the COVID-19 pandemic not only in the Twin
Cities region but throughout the country, the Rush Line BRT Project remains a long-
term investment in the region’s transportation system. People will continue to count on
transit to meet their transportation needs. Thus, planning for Rush Line BRT is
continuing during the COVID-19 pandemic. In fact, the pandemic has underscored the
importance of transit in providing essential workers with a means to get to work and to
provide essential services. During the pandemic, existing BRT service had some of the
highest numbers of rides by essential workers even as service was limited. Pandemic
protocols were also put in place to help keep customers and staff safe, including asking
customers to not take transit unless it was an essential trip. As these protocols are
lifted, transit ridership is beginning to rebound.

After the pandemic, ridership projections suggest that people will return to transit and
will seek high-quality options with frequent service. While many employers have
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Question:

Answer:

transitioned to remote work during the pandemic, studies have found that less than 40
percent of jobs can be done from home; the remaining 60 percent cannot be done
remotely. Today, as restrictions are slowly relaxing and as we navigate our new
normal, Ramsey County and its partners continue to look beyond the pandemic to build
the transportation system of the future and be a part of our economic recovery. The
Rush Line BRT project is a part of transit’s future, providing a frequent, all-day service.

After the pandemic, even more people will need to get to work, education opportunities,
daily errands and appointments, as well as recreation. As residents adjust to new
working styles, commuting patterns are likely to look different. The fast, frequent, and
all-day service of the Rush Line BRT will provide residents the flexibility to ride
anytime, without a schedule. As Rush Line BRT planning continues, Ramsey County
and its partners will continue to monitor and account for trends in travel patterns,
including those related to COVID-19, to assess whether any adjustments may be
needed.

How did you obtain rider preferences from prospective riders, especially in light
of travel behavior changes and increased levels of remote work resulting from
the COVID-19 pandemic?

Metro Transit conducts an on-board ridership survey every few years. The most recent
ridership survey was completed in 2018 and the next survey is scheduled to be
conducted in 2022. This survey will provide a better understanding of how travel
behaviors have changed as a result of COVID-19. The Rush Line BRT Project will
continue to make adjustments to reflect new data.

Studies have found that only about 40 percent of jobs can be done fully remotely; the
remaining 60 percent require commuting to a work site. With the high number of
healthcare facilities, restaurants, retail stores and other locations that require
employees to be on-site, it is expected that demand for transit service to these areas
will continue during and after the COVID-19 pandemic.

Route and Stations

Question:

Answer:

Question:

Answer:

Why is a dedicated guideway bridge being built over 1-694 when Rush Line BRT
could have used County Road D to connect to Highway 61?

Several route options were evaluated, including using County Road D to connect to
Highway 61. The bridge over [-694 was selected because it has a significant travel time
savings compared to using County Road D. These travel time savings are beneficial
because they make the service more attractive to transit users and because they
reduce operation times, therefore reducing operation costs.

Will Highway 61 be reduced to one lane in each direction from County Road F to
Whitaker Street?

No, the Rush Line BRT Project will not reduce Highway 61 to one lane in each
direction at any point along the route. Shoulder space on Highway 61 will be converted
to business access and transit (BAT) lanes from Buerkle Road to approximately
Whitaker Street. The Rush Line would operate in mixed traffic from Whitaker Street to
the end of the route at the Downtown White Bear Lake station and new lanes will not
be constructed in this area.
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Question: Where will stations be located in Vadnais Heights and White Bear Lake?

Answer: The County Road E station is located in Vadnais Heights. Stations will be located at
Buerkle Road, Cedar Avenue, Whitaker Street and 8" Street in White Bear Lake as
shown on the map found on the project fact sheet.

Operations and Maintenance

Question: How would snow removal along the Bruce Vento Regional Trail be managed?

Answer: A maintenance plan, addressing topics including snow removal, will be created for the
portion of the route that will be co-located with the Bruce Vento Regional Trail in the
Ramsey County rail right-of-way. The Ramsey County rail right-of-way is 100 feet wide
in this area, providing sufficient space to remove snow from the guideway and the trail
and store it beyond the curb line. The project stormwater management plan will
account for drainage as the snow melts in the spring.

Question: There has been a nationwide increase in hate crimes over the past few years.
How would the project ensure safety for riders?

Answer: Transit facilities in the Twin Cities follow best practices for safety and security with
multiple security cameras, emergency call buttons, and open layouts that are well-
covered with lighting for high visibility. Rush Line BRT stations and park-and-ride lots
will have these same safety features. Uniformed and plainclothes Metro Transit
Police continually patrol transit routes, vehicles and stations. Like other METRO lines,
transit police officers will inspect fares on board Rush Line BRT vehicles. Buses are
each equipped with multiple security cameras. Bus drivers continually serve as “eyes
on the street” and have instant radio and silent communications capability with police
dispatch.

Other Questions

Question: Will there be improvements for pedestrians crossing Highway 61 to access the
Whitaker Street station?

Answer: Yes. The Rush Line BRT Project proposes a new traffic signal at the intersection of
Highway 61 and Whitaker Street. Improvements will be made to enhance pedestrian
safety and allow time to cross Highway 61.

Question: Have you considered running 30- to 60-minute transit service on an existing road
like Arcade Street or Highway 61 before building this project?

Answer: Low-frequency service tends to have low ridership because it is not as convenient to
use. The Pre-Project Development Study showed demand for high-frequency transit
service, and low-frequency service would not meet the project’s purpose and need and
is therefore not under consideration.

Question: Instead of building the Rush Line, have you considered implementing service
directly to special events such as sporting events and concerts?

Answer: The purpose of the Rush Line BRT Project is to provide transit service that satisfies the
long-term regional mobility and accessibility needs for businesses and the traveling
public and supports sustainable development within the study area. The Rush Line
BRT Project need is to serve the needs of people who rely on transit; meet increasing


https://www.ramseycounty.us/sites/default/files/Projects%20and%20Initiatives/Rush%20Line%20factsheet.pdf
https://www.metrotransit.org/police
https://www.metrotransit.org/police
https://www.metrotransit.org/metro-system
https://www.ramseycounty.us/sites/default/files/Projects%20and%20Initiatives/Rush%20Line%20LPA%20Report%20-%20Final.pdf
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Question:

Answer:

Question:

Answer:

Question:

Answer:

demand for reliable, high-frequency transit; plan for sustainable growth and
development; and expand multimodal travel options. Frequent, all-day service is
necessary to help people get to school, work, medical appointments and other
destinations. Running a charter service to sporting events and concerts would not meet
the purpose and need of the project and is therefore not under consideration.

Could the Rush Line BRT guideway and dedicated lanes be used for
autonomous vehicles in the future?

Possibly. As technology evolves, dedicated transit lanes could potentially be used for
other transportation services such as autonomous vehicles.

How many people attended each virtual open house?

Approximately 30 members of the public attended the virtual open house held on
Wednesday, June 2. 10 members of the public attended the virtual open house held on
Thursday, June 3.

Will additional events be scheduled because of the low turnout by the public at
these sessions?

An in-person open house is scheduled for June 17, 2021. After the conclusion of the
environmental process, public engagement will continue as the design is advanced
over the next three years.

ENVIRONMENTAL PROCESS AND IMPACTS

Question:

Answer:

Question:

Answer:

Question:

Answer:

Where is the project in the environmental decision-making process?

The project is in step one of the environmental decision-making process, during which
agencies and the public review and comment on the Environmental Assessment, as
described in the Environmental Assessment overview handout.

Would there be impacts to the property at 4648 Highway 61?

No, there would not be any short- or long-term property impacts at this location. Rush
Line BRT would operate in mixed traffic from Whitaker Street to the end of the route at
the Downtown White Bear Lake station and new lanes will not be constructed in this
area.

From Buerkle Road to approximately Whitaker Street, shoulder space on Highway 61
will be converted to business access and transit (BAT) lanes.. Private vehicles will be
able to use these BAT lanes to turn right at intersections and to access businesses.
Some typical roadway construction impacts would occur near Whitaker, 7" and 8"
Streets in White Bear Lake. A traffic management plan will be created to direct traffic
around and through construction zones while maintaining access to all nearby
properties.

What is a permanent acquisition?

A permanent acquisition is one that the project needs to acquire to construct and
operate the project. While there will be permanent acquisitions, no residents or
businesses will be displaced, and no buildings or other structures will be acquired. No
permanent acquisitions will impede the primary use of the property. Additional detail is
provided in Table 9 of the Environmental Assessment.
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Question:

Answer:

Question:

Answer:

Question:

Answer:

Question:

Answer:

Will any part of Railroad Park in White Bear Lake be used for Rush Line BRT?

No. Rush Line BRT will operate in existing travel lanes on Highway 61 north of
Whitaker Street; thus, no changes are needed near the intersection of Highway 61 and
4 Street, and there would be no impacts to Railroad Park.

Will the Lower Phalen Creek Daylighting Project be addressed as part of the
project?

The Lower Phalen Creek Project is an organization based on the east side of Saint
Paul that is advocating for daylighting Lower Phalen Creek, which once ran between
Lake Phalen and the Mississippi River and was moved underground approximately 100
years ago. The Lower Phalen Creek Project is looking for opportunities to bring this
creek to the surface. Ramsey County has been collaborating with the Lower Phalen
Creek Project to explore opportunities to incorporate elements of the creek daylighting
vision into the Rush Line BRT Project design and specifically the stormwater design for
the project.

Ramsey County has also worked with the City of Saint Paul and the local watershed
district to identify locations along the Rush Line BRT route where aspects of the
daylighting project can be incorporated. This work has identified two locations along
Phalen Boulevard where Rush Line BRT stormwater design brings water to the surface
in a way that reflects the creek daylighting project: near the intersection of Arcade
Street and Neid Lane and the intersection of Frank and Earl Streets.

As the project design is advanced over the next three years, the project will continue to
collaborate with Lower Phalen Creek Project. Coordination that has occurred to date is
documented in the Environmental Assessment and its appendices.

Would the Rush Line BRT Project impact surface water or water quality? Would
there be salt runoff from the guideway into Lake Phalen?

The Rush Line BRT Project is not anticipated to negatively impact surface water or
water quality. New impervious surface will be constructed as part of the project, which
could result in runoff to nearby bodies of water. The Environmental Assessment
identifies ways to control and treat runoff and protect nearby water features such as
Lake Phalen during construction and operation of the project. These treatments include
vegetation and stormwater ponds.

Why is a new park-and-ride being considered at the Highway 36 station when
one already exists at Maplewood Mall? How would this affect Harvest Park?

Approximately half of the Maplewood Mall Transit Center park-and-ride capacity was
used on a typical weekday before the COVID-19 pandemic began. Ridership
projections, detailed in the Environmental Assessment and appendices, show that the
available capacity of the Maplewood Mall Transit Center park-and-ride would not be
sufficient to capture all of the potential demand of the project. One of the key project
goals is to serve as many riders as possible and the Highway 36 park-and-ride
provides the advantage of serving additional riders, particularly those who may be
coming from the east rather than from the north.

The Environmental Assessment also evaluates the Build Alternative without the
Highway 36 park-and-ride to better inform decision-making. Including the park-and-ride
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Question:

Answer:

Question:

Answer:

Question:

Answer:

Question:

Answer:

in the project is expected to generate greater ridership overall. The project’s operations
and maintenance plan will identify which agencies are responsible for each aspect of
the project, including the park-and-ride facility and park features.

How will wildlife habitat in the Ramsey County rail right-of-way, particularly rusty
patched bumble bee habitat, be affected by the Rush Line BRT Project?

Ramsey County has consulted with the US Fish and Wildlife Service, the governing
authority on wildlife habitat, regarding potential impacts to this resource. Based on this
consultation, the Rush Line BRT Project is not expected to adversely affect the rusty
patched bumble bee, though it may have some effect on the grassland habitat within
the potential area of disturbance. Additional information is included in the Natural
Resources Technical Report, found in Appendix E of the Environmental Assessment.
Habitat disturbance would occur outside of the active season for the rusty patched
bumble bee, and any area disturbed would be reseeded with pollinator-friendly native
seed mixes that would benefit bees and other pollinators.

Did the Tribal Historic Preservation Office have any input on project impacts?

The Rush Line BRT Project does not use any land under the direct jurisdiction of the
Tribal Historic Preservation Office. The Federal Transit Administration, as part of its
governmental relationship with Native American tribes, invited all tribes that have an
interest in the project area to be part of the consultation under Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act. None of the tribes invited chose to participate in
consultation, though tribes can choose to join the consultation process at any time.

What measures will be implemented to mitigate noise from buses in areas that
currently do not have much transit service, such as in downtown White Bear
Lake?

The Environmental Assessment determined that there would not be long-term noise
impacts as a result of the Rush Line BRT Project because buses in White Bear Lake
would primarily operate on Highway 61, which already serves a high volume of traffic,
and because the project will use rubber-tired buses, which do not generate enough
noise to create an impact.

How will Rush Line BRT impact traffic around the new White Bear Lake Area
High School?

Ramsey County has been coordinating with the White Bear Lake School District to
address questions about traffic and other changes resulting from the high school and
Rush Line BRT projects. During peak times, six Rush Line BRT buses will travel in
each direction on Highway 61 in an hour. Highway 61 serves approximately 25,000
vehicles per day, so the addition of these buses is not anticipated to affect traffic.

To improve traffic operations around the Downtown White Bear Lake station and the
White Bear Lake Area High School, a new traffic signal will be added at the intersection
of Highway 61 and 8™ Street as part of the Rush Line BRT Project. The Rush Line BRT
Project is also proposing pedestrian improvements along 7" and 8" Streets to increase
accessibility for the Downtown White Bear Lake station as well as the new high school.
Additionally, students, faculty and staff may use the Rush Line to get to the school,
further mitigating congestion. The Rush Line BRT Project will continue coordinating
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with the School District regarding traffic mitigation as plans are advanced for the Rush
Line and the new high school.

Question: How many trees are expected to be removed and what species are those trees?

Answer: There is not yet an estimate for how many trees would be removed as part of the
project. Most trees that would be removed are invasive species and have diameters of
less than two inches. New trees will be planted and vegetation will be restored as
construction progresses. Additional information about landscape restoration can be
found in the Ramsey County Rail Right-of-Way Design Guide.

Question: What is considered a significant number of trees to be removed?

Answer: The Environmental Assessment does not include a specific threshold for significance of
tree removal. As indicated in the Environmental Assessment, construction and
operation of the Rush Line BRT Project would require removal of some vegetation,
particularly within the Ramsey County rail right-of-way. As the project design is
advanced, the project is working to minimize impacts to vegetation, and preserve to the
extent possible trees of high value. High value trees are defined as durable, slow
growth, hard-wooded trees that may provide seasonal interest and that are in good
health with a diameter at breast height of at least six inches. The project will also
undertake mitigation measures including planting new vegetation in compliance with
local, regional and state requirements.

Question: Can federal funds be used to remove and replant trees?
Answer: Yes, federal funds can be used to remove and replant trees.
Question: The Economics section (Section 3.2.8.) of the Environmental Assessment (page

31) asserts that the Rush Line BRT Project will “pay for itself” by 2033. How
many riders would have to use Rush Line BRT to achieve this?

Answer: This calculation is based on the cumulative economic impact of the project through
2040 rather than its ridership. A public sector project is said to pay for itself in
economic terms when the cumulative economic activity impact of the project surpasses
the public cost from all sources. The Metropolitan Council’s REMI-PI model was used
to estimate the project’s future economic impacts. The Rush Line BRT Project is
expected to add $96 million to the gross state product and 124 new jobs from the start
of operations through 2040. Of the 124 new jobs, 50 would be directly created by the
transit industry and 74 would be jobs in other industries.

Question: It looks like 48 parking spaces would be removed in downtown White Bear Lake.
Would those be replaced?

Answer: No. The 48 parking spaces that would be removed in White Bear Lake are located in
public right-of-way adjacent to the White Bear Shopping Center off Highway 61.

RAMSEY COUNTY RAIL RIGHT-OF-WAY AND BRUCE VENTO REGIONAL
TRAIL

Question: Has Ramsey County polled users of the Bruce Vento Regional Trail and adjacent
residents about the Rush Line BRT Project? Have you met with owners of the
adjacent properties to discuss changes affecting their property?


https://www.ramseycounty.us/sites/default/files/Projects%20and%20Initiatives/2020%2004%2022%20Ramsey%20County%20Rail%20Right-of-Way%20Design%20Guide.pdf
https://www.ramseycounty.us/sites/default/files/Projects%20and%20Initiatives/Environmental%20Assessment.pdf
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Answer:

Question:

Answer:

Question:

Answer:

Question:

Answer:

Question:

Answer:

Ramsey County has conducted extensive public engagement within the Ramsey
County rail right-of-way. In 2019, Ramsey County sent a mailing to property owners
and residents adjacent to the trail and one to two blocks away from the trail. Ramsey
County also organized a series of four pop-up events that were held at different points
along the trail in June 2019. At these events, Ramsey County sought input about
preferred characteristics and features for the reconstructed trail such as buffers
between trail users and the BRT guideway. This input was used in the creation of the
Ramsey County Rail Right-of-Way Design Guide, which will be used in developing a
safe dedicated guideway and shared-use trail. This document also includes a summary
of the public engagement that was conducted in the area. If any residents or property
owners are interested in discussing specific questions, Ramsey County would be
happy to schedule a meeting after the environmental decision document is published in
fall 2021. Contact information is available at rushline.org.

How will safety be maintained for wildlife crossing the guideway in the Ramsey
County rail right-of-way?

The Ramsey County Rail Right-of-Way Design Guide includes information about safety
measures for wildlife such as fencing, which can prevent crossings and reroute wildlife
to safer locations, and culverts, which smaller animals and reptiles can use to cross
under the guideway and trail. Additional safety measures will be developed as design
progresses.

Will trees be clear-cut along the Bruce Vento Regional Trail for Rush Line BRT
construction?

There will be tree removal within the Ramsey County rail right-of-way as part of
construction activities. Tree removal will primarily occur within Ramsey County rail
right-of-way. Removal of trees on private property is not anticipated.

The Ramsey County Rail Right-of-Way Design Guide includes details about
revegetation of the Bruce Vento Regional Trail and introduction of new trees in the
area following construction of Rush Line BRT.

Has the plan for the reconstructed Bruce Vento Regional Trail been created? Will
there be improvements to the trail along Phalen Boulevard?

The project’s 15% concept plans show the location of the reconstructed Bruce Vento
Regional Trail. The Ramsey County Rail Right-of-Way Design Guide outlines
recommendations for pedestrian facilities, vegetation, landscaping and other trail
amenities along different segments of the trail including the portion along Phalen
Boulevard. This document also shows how the trail, guideway and stations will interact
with each other.

How will the Bruce Vento Regional Trail fit with the Rush Line BRT guideway?

The Ramsey County rail right-of-way is approximately 100 feet wide. The Bruce Vento
Regional Trail will be 12 feet wide and the guideway will be 26 feet wide in this
segment of the route. The remaining space in the right-of-way will include vegetation,
landscaping, stormwater facilities and buffer space separating the guideway, trail and
adjacent properties. The Ramsey County Rail Right-of-Way Design Guide includes
preliminary renderings showing where the trail and guideway will each be located as
well as some landscaping and vegetation concepts.
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https://www.ramseycounty.us/sites/default/files/Projects%20and%20Initiatives/2020%2004%2022%20Ramsey%20County%20Rail%20Right-of-Way%20Design%20Guide.pdf
https://www.ramseycounty.us/sites/default/files/Projects%20and%20Initiatives/Appendix%20A%20Concept%20Plans.pdf
https://www.ramseycounty.us/sites/default/files/Projects%20and%20Initiatives/2020%2004%2022%20Ramsey%20County%20Rail%20Right-of-Way%20Design%20Guide.pdf
https://www.ramseycounty.us/sites/default/files/Projects%20and%20Initiatives/2020%2004%2022%20Ramsey%20County%20Rail%20Right-of-Way%20Design%20Guide.pdf

Q&A SESSION SUMMARY

Question:

Answer:

Question:

Answer:

Question:

Answer:

Question:

Answer:

Question:

Answer:

How will stormwater and runoff be managed in the Ramsey County rail right-of-
way?

The stormwater management plan created for the project will address collection and
treatment of runoff from the guideway and trail. The project will continue to coordinate
with watershed districts and it will comply with watershed district regulations.

What measures will be used to visually separate homes along the Bruce Vento
Regional Trail from the BRT guideway and block bus noise from traveling to
these homes?

There are no plans to construct noise walls or other similar visual barriers between the
Ramsey County rail right-of-way and adjacent properties, though vegetation and
landscaping will be used to create a visual screen and maintain privacy where
applicable. A maximum of six buses would use the guideway in each direction per
hour, and buses do not generate significant noise. The noise analysis conducted for
the Environmental Assessment indicates that there would not be noise impacts above
acceptable levels associated with the Rush Line BRT Project.

Will project staff conduct walk-throughs to share information about changes to
the Ramsey County rail right-of-way and Bruce Vento Regional Trail?

As the design of the project advances over the next few years, there will be additional
public engagement, including along the Bruce Vento Regional Trail.

How will safety be maintained for Bruce Vento Regional Trail users, especially
children? Will there be gate arms where the guideway intersects with local
streets?

Safety is a priority of the Rush Line BRT Project. A maximum of six buses per hour in
each direction will use the guideway, and buses will be operated by professional
drivers, creating a safe travel environment for all users. Landscaping and vegetation
will be used to help guide trail users to stay on the trail and away from the guideway,
further enhancing safety in the area.

Where the guideway and trail intersect with local streets, there will be enhanced
crossing treatments including traffic signals or other devices to make it clear that it is
an intersection with vehicle traffic, but there will not be gate arms, bells or other
warnings typically implemented with light rail transit.

Page 20 of the Ramsey County Rail Right-of-Way Design Guide shows a
rendering in which the Bruce Vento Regional Trail and Rush Line BRT guideway
seem to be raised above the surrounding area. Would that be the case along the
full trail?

No, conditions vary throughout the Ramsey County rail right-of-way. The Rush Line
BRT guideway and Bruce Vento Regional Trail will remain at approximately the same
elevation that exist in the area today, whether that is at-grade with, raised or lowered
compared to the surrounding topography.
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OPEN HOUSE

June 2021

At today’s open house you can review, ask guestions about
and provide input on the Environmental Assessment.

Open house Provide your comments COVID-19 Safety
format: May 11 — June 25, 2021: Guidelines:
* View boards and map. Today’s Meeting: e See registration tab_le for
. Review Environmental » Verbally to court reporter most up-to-date guidance.
Assessment. (comments to staft will not be e Masks required.
| part of the record). |
 No formal presentation. * Free masks available at

e \Written comment form. . .
» Talk with project staff. registration table.

After Today’s Meeting:

* Provide comments. » Online via the project website
or email.

e Maintain 6 feet of distance
from other attendees.

Sign up for email updates. Provide comments. Ask questions. Learn more.
rushline.org info@rushline.org [ 651-266-2760 K facebook.com/rushline  EJ @rushlinetransit
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