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Members Present:  

Chair Steve Lampi, Brooklyn Park (763-561-3907)
Shirley Kramer, Robbinsdale (763-588-5739)
George Selman, Robbinsdale (763-533-2661)

Robert Johnson, Osseo 

(763-425-0177)
Judy Brost, Wells Fargo

(612-466-5050)
James Weber, Maple Grove (763-420-4782)

John Sutter, Crystal 

(763-504-0397)
Peter Abbey, Osseo 

(763-424-6354)
Maurice Prater, Minneapolis (612-529-0503)

Dale Gustafson, Brooklyn Park (763-537-2961)
Nick Eoloff, Minneapolis (612-522-5092)
Dwight Crabtree, N. Henn. Community College (763-424-0752)

Others Present:
Hilmer Harman, Dayton Council (763-421-1446)
Bruce Polaczyk, Hennepin County (763-745-7650)
Jeff Miller, Design Center

(612-627-1850)

Jim Grube, Hennepin County (763-745-7507)
Todd Paulson, Met Council (763-560-2122)
Howard Blinn, Brooklyn Park (763-493-8055)

Arlene McCarthy, Metro Transit (612-349-7766)
Larry Blackstad, Hennepin County (612-348-5859)


Staff:

Tom Johnson, Erin Armstrong, Smith Parker (612-344-1400)
Brad Scheib, Hoisington Koegler Group 

(612-252-7122)
Ian Clements, IBI

Andy McNally, IBI 

(1-604-683-8797)

John Edmunds, Metro Transit (612-349-7649)
Tom Thorstenson, Metro Transit (612-349-7689)
Steve Mahowald, Metro Transit (612-349-7775)

Melissa Manderschied, Met Council (651-602-1126)



The meeting was called to order by Chair Steve Lampi.  There were introductions around the room.

Approval of Minutes from December 6, 2001 meeting

There were no edits or additions to the minutes.  George Selman moved the minutes be approved; the motion was seconded and the minutes were unanimously approved.

Review of 12/15 Bus Tour of Corridor
Chair Lampi asked for comments from members who participated in the bus tour this past Saturday.  It was agreed that the bus tour was very helpful and information.  Peter Abbey stated that one thing he would like more detail on is the potential lane locations in the Osseo area.  That is a very important issue in Osseo and lane locations is important to be able to maximize land use, etc.

Presentation – Video of BRT Operations

Tom Thorstenson stated that he would be showing two videos to the Committee on BRT operations.  He pointed out a couple of things to pay close attention to during the video presentations:  signal preemption for buses and off-board fare collection.

The first video was of a BRT demonstration project in Oregon.  The video highlighted the benefits of BRT.  It would be an easy conversion process to LRT when the community grew to a population large enough to support LRT.  Mr. Thorstenson discussed Smart Cards, which are a fare card that the rider waves by a device and the fare is then subtracted allowing quicker boarding times, money can easily be added back to the card balance over the internet, etc.  Metro Transit will be signing the contract for use of these devices within the next week or so.  Mr. Thorstenson pointed out in the video that the problem with having a center road station is that riders must cross but the benefit is in having just one station as opposed to “outside” stations were two are required.  He also pointed out the signal priority advantage for buses.  He stated that when a bus is approaching a green light, it will stay greener a longer so the buses can make it through and when the bus is approaching a red light the delay will be shortened giving the buses a green light sooner.  Tom Johnson asked if with signal priority for buses there have been issues with cars clustering around the buses to be able to make the traffic signal.  Mr. Thorstenson stated that they do not know of any problems like that, but that it could be possible.

Mr. Thorstenson continued with the video pointing out that there would be connection service to and from local routes and major activity centers.  BRT would use bus only lanes and also travel in mixed traffic.  Mr. Thorstenson explained that Metro Transit could also use a tool known as “queue jumping” where the bus can use a diamond lane at the intersection and is able to get ahead of the rest of the traffic having been given a green light first and ahead of traffic in the general purpose lanes.  Jim Grube explained that for the Northwest Corridor area where buses will be in the right-hand lane they would consider having a signal that is specifically for the bus lane.  The buses would get the signal just before the left-hand turns did.  There was discussion on using concrete dividers to keep the bus lanes separate from all-purpose traffic lanes and also the use of guided systems and why they would not be suited for the climate in Minnesota.  

Mr. Thorstenson started the second video that was on a BRT project in Boston.  He explained that there would be opportunities at transit stations to display maps and real time advance notices on a message board so riders were always aware of when the next bus was coming.  They could also implement on-board visual stop announcements.  In the video it explained that BRT was a boost for local/economic development and a catalyst for redevelopment.  Chair Lampi asked if there was a city where BRT service was provided currently.  Mr. Thorstenson explained that it is currently in service in Europe, Vancouver, and all over the United States.  He stated he knew of one in service currently in Iowa. 

Chair Lampi stated to the Committee that they need to discuss and decide if they are going to choose BRT as the designated transportation option for the Corridor.  Maurice Prater asked what their other options would be if they voted not to designate BRT as the preferred transportation option.  Chair Lampi explained that they can leave it the way it is or discuss LRT and commuter rail, but they have been shown in earlier meetings that none of those options are currently very appropriate for the Corridor.  

George Selman moved to designate BRT as the preferred transportation option.  Peter Abbey asked what would happen to the County’s reconstruction of County Road 81 if they were to say no to BRT.  Mr. Grube stated that the reconstruction is a funded project for 2004 and since it was originally for the Crystal and Robbinsdale area it would likely still proceed in that area.  Mr. Abbey asked Mr. Grube if it was his perception that bus guided systems were not practical for the climate in Minnesota.  Mr. Grube explained that that was true and the preference at the County would be to have a twelve to fourteen foot lane with markings so that it has prominence and doesn’t look like a shoulder.  Mr. Abbey questioned the effectiveness of markings keeping general traffic out of the bus lanes.  Mr. Grube conceded that there would most likely be some violation but with priority signals general traffic would get stuck at intersections where only buses can activate the signals in the bus lanes.  Chair Lampi called for second to the motion.  Judy Brost seconded the motion.  Chair Lampi called for further discussion on the motion.  

Mr. Abbey asked why if you assume the same location and dedicated corridor it was more expensive to put rails in for LRT than it was to lay down twelve to fourteen feet of concrete.  Mr. Thorstenson stated that the Hiawatha LRT project is approximately eleven miles and is costing $700 million.  Mr. Abbey stated that was not really a comparative project because in the Northwest Corridor they already have the right-of-way.  Mr. Thorstenson stated that the operating costs are a lot higher, there are more safety devices that need to be installed, it is less flexible, BRT matches with the fleet of buses they already have so they will not have to purchase a lot of new equipment, and there are different maintenance issues.  He further stated that they would not successfully compete for federal funds necessary to implement LRT in the Northwest Corridor and ridership (at this time) would not support the cost.  Mr. Selman asked if emergency vehicles had the right to use bus only lanes and if that was a good benefit over LRT.  Mr. Grube stated that was true and it could be viewed as a benefit.  

Jim Weber asked if the funding from the excise tax was statewide or just from the taxing district.  Mr. Grube explained that the funding from sales tax on new or used vehicles was statewide.  Tom Johnson stated that most people would like to implement LRT, but they need a lot more ridership in the Northwest Corridor to support it (approximately double what has been forecasted).  There is an added cost in fuel, using electric systems, having separate maintenance yards, etc. that all increase the cost of LRT.  Bob Johnson asked if there were ways to design the dedicated lanes to eliminate car travel with better separation devices.  Mr. Grube stated that currently there was not but during the design process they can again engage in that conversation.  He stated that the biggest advantage now is priority signals.  Tom Johnson asked about the idea of using a rumble strip.  Mr. Grube stated that is not very effective.  Dwight Crabtree asked how much use the designated lanes would be getting; if there is continuous use, general traffic won’t use them very often.  Mr. Grube stated that the lightest use would be during the mid-day, but in that case the capacity on the roads is not used up and there would be no reason for general traffic to try and use the bus lanes.  

Melissa Manderschied asked Mr. Grube to describe the efforts made to distinguish between general traffic and bus lanes.  Mr. Grube stated that they mainly use visual queues like the diamond painted in the lane and posted signs.  They can also use different types of paving so people know that they are not supposed to be driving on that kind of surface.  He used an example of a bike lane in Dinky Town by the University of Minnesota that was done with different paving than used for the traffic lanes and there aren’t any problems of vehicles trying to use that lane.  

Nick Eoloff stated he would like to speak in favor of the motion.  He explained that they need to decide a general concept regarding a transportation alternative in order to direct the staff toward what to begin developing.  He stated that the Committee needs to set the stage for redevelopment in this area and they now have a great opportunity.  Currently there are not good, viable transportation alternatives for this area besides using cars and implementing a better transportation option when the County redevelops the Corridor will result in cost savings.  Mr. Abbey agreed that they need to do something and that BRT is probably the best they can get for now.  It will be a stage for a better transit system in the future and for those reasons he reluctantly supports BRT.  

Shirley Kramer stated that they do not have a lot of options at this point and they need to be very careful about how this is presented to the public.  Mr. Prater stated that they will need to be prepared to explain at the public open houses why this is a viable option over LRT because that is what the community will be asking.  Mr. Sutter stated that he is in favor of the motion.  He likes the flexibility of BRT and stated that they just don’t have the kind of density in the Northwest Corridor that is needed to support LRT and having connecting services to local transit systems is much needed.  Bob Johnson stated that the flexibility is important and the different BRT station locations can vary to support the different cities as needed.  Mr. Abbey pointed out that in some areas the buses cannot be run on city streets and BRT will be fed just like LRT would be.  Mr. Weber stated that he is in favor of the motion.  He stated that he has heard that a dedicated bus lane will be provided through Osseo and then shared with the shoulder lane to Rogers.  He thinks that all the construction needs to be done at once using the separate, dedicated bus lane design and to do otherwise would be a big mistake.  Dale Gustafson reiterated the benefits of BRT in the flexibility and costs.  Chair Lampi called for action on the motion and it carried unanimously.  

Presentation – Service/Alignment concepts

 Mr. Thorstenson stated that as they consider the vision for what a busway might be there are two important factors to keep in mind:  1) the look of the physical facilities; and 2) the service provided.  He referred to a diagram that broke the Corridor up into sections.  From Rogers to a point around 85th Avenue is considered section 1 and there would be no new construction in this area in the short-term.  At some point BRT would convert from mixed traffic to dedicated busway lanes to the Robbinsdale transit hub (Hubbard Station).  This is considered section 2.  From there, section 3 would consist of using the city streets, possibly with diamond lanes, where new stations would be constructed.  He mentioned that they are looking at the possibility of using Lowry instead of Broadway to come into downtown Minneapolis, or maybe even using both.

Mr. Prater asked if the Lowry route would take money away from the much needed reconstruction on Broadway.  Mr. Thorstenson stated that funding would not be taken from the Broadway reconstruction project and that Metro Transit could have buses on both “alternatives” so they would be adding facilities to each.  Mr. Thorstenson went on to explain that the last section would be using Highway 100 south from County Road 81 to I-394 into downtown Minneapolis.  This would run in mixed traffic or shoulder lanes until the HOV lanes on I-394.  He pointed out cross sections of what each section may look like.  On section 1 there is no construction on the road other than for stations.  For section 2 from around 85th Avenue to the Robbinsdale hub there could be dedicated bus lanes on the outside or in the center, this will be determined when they get into design criteria.  For section 3 they would use the existing street and for section 4 the busway would be running on existing highways.  

Mr. Thorstenson began the discussion regarding stations.  He stated that the amenities would include heat, seating areas, good lighting for safety, vegetative landscaping, street furniture and unique urban design that would protect riders from the elements.  The stations would be geared towards the passengers’ comfort.  The stations would also consist of real time message devices, ticket vending machines and prepaid fare scanners.  He stated that Steve Mahowald could further talk about service planning during restructuring.  Mr. Weber asked about the roadway from Osseo to Rogers.  In that area if they are not changing anything because buses can be in mixed traffic it should be easy to sell to the public.  However, in the Dayton area sewer lines are being installed and County Road 81 is already jammed in that area.  He thinks it would be necessary to have dedicated bus lanes there.  Tom Johnson stated that what they are able to build depends on the amount of funding they can get and the ridership potential.  He stated that they would probably not have enough construction funds at first to extend bus lanes that far, but further down the road when there is more ridership the bus lanes can be extended.  It will have to be done in a staged process.  Mr. Abbey asked if there was going to be four through lanes in the 610 commons area in 2004.  Mr. Grube explained that the state is seeking extra money to do that very soon.  

Chair Lampi asked CAC members to make a decision on approving the alignment concepts by approving County Road 81 as the roadway the busway will follow.  He stated that they do not necessarily need to choose whether or not they will use Lowry or not.  Tom Johnson stated that they just need to decide if the busway will follow the basic alignment of County Road 81; deciding whether to use outside or center bus lanes will come later.  Mr. Selman asked that with Lowry versus Broadway it was possible to use one as an inbound route and one as an outbound route so both areas can get the needed redevelopment.  Mr. Thorstenson stated that could be possible, but people generally need to be picked up and dropped off in the same general area.  He cautioned against confusing routes and facilities with transit service.  One line can use Highway 100 for an express type service and one line can use Broadway/Lowry for local service.

Mr. Selman moved to accept using the County Road 81 roadway as the general alignment of the busway.  Mr. Abbey seconded the motion.  Bob Johnson asked for clarification on the right-of-way in the Osseo area.  He stated that the City of Osseo and other cities need to be involved in the final design.  Mr. Abbey clarified that he supports the conceptual use of the County Road 81 Corridor for the busway.  If they need to take a little more right-of-way in some areas this decision is not limiting that.  Tom Johnson stated the busway can mainly be placed within the County right-of-way and the County is listening to the local voice.  Mr. Sutter stated that they have to operate in a good faith partnership with the County to get this done.  Chair Lampi called the motion on the table and it was approved unanimously by the CAC to accept County Road 81 as the general corridor for the busway.  

Presentation – Transit Restructuring Study (Metro Sector 8)

Tom Johnson introduced Steve Mahowald from Metro Transit.  Mr. Mahowald presented Metro Transit’s sector study process.  He stated that there are nine sectors in the metro region and the Northwest Corridor is sector 8.  The study that they are in the process of doing will be the fifth sector study.  They are taking a comprehensive approach to the study and Sector 8 constitutes 15% of the region’s transit system with approximately eleven million rides annually.  They are focusing on the stakeholders in the transit planning process.  The objectives of the study are to implement faster service between major destinations, improve community connections, fit frequency of service to density development, and aggressively serve major destinations.  The process of the study consists of data collection, which is where they are currently; in-reach regarding the initial design to find out what the scheduling and internal operations issues may be from their own staff; and out-reach by having discussions with local elected officials and stakeholders and holding open houses and public hearings.  When they reach the final design stage they modify it based on public input, seek council approval, and implement the busway.  He stated that they should be done compiling ridership numbers soon and they will bring those back to the CAC.  

Tom Johnson asked about re-orientating existing and new service to existing for transferring to the BRT service.  Mr. Mahowald stated that they will orientate service so that it feeds the busway and they will also re-orientate to better serve communities cross-town.  He stated that phased implementation of service will make that possible.  Chair Lampi asked what the time frame of the study was.  Mr. Mahowald introduced Arleen McCarthy from Metro Transit and stated that she could better answer that.  Ms. McCarthy stated that it will depend on the public input/comments.  It generally takes four months for the public hearing process.  They will look at implementing certain aspects of new service that is deemed necessary right away and then doing a follow-up phase to implement the rest of the determined needs after the public hearing process is complete.

Presentation – Perspectives for redesigning County Road 81

Mr. Grube introduced Bruce Polaczyk from Hennepin County.  He stated that SRF has been hired to do the design work for the roadway.  He spoke to the concept of having a fixed guideway on the road for buses and stated that almost anything can be implemented if there is the money for it, but with a fixed guideway there would be less flexibility.  He stated that with the acceptance of the motion approving the County Road 81 alignment for transit on the road he sees willingness from the Committee to support a third lane for buses in some segments.  Mr. Grube stated that a typically county road consists of no more than two lanes in each direction so this is something new for the County.  

Mr. Grube stated that the County must get approval from the appropriate city to make roadway improvements in their jurisdiction.  If they cannot come to a consensus the issue will go to an arbitration panel and the transportation commissioner will make the final decision.   He stated that once the transit stations/stops are put into the roadway design there is an automatic partnership.  He stated that roadway designs will be brought to this committee at a later date and they will have open houses along the way; they are planning on doing a lot of work with the residents in the area. 

Mr. Abbey asked what level of detail was expected to be accomplished at the CAC meetings to take to the legislature for the bonding bill.  Mr. Grube stated that they would like to see the cities seeking support for the conceptual design as they go along in order to speed up the project process.  Mr. Abbey stated that he and some other members have been getting a lot of feedback from residents that the project can’t move that fast.  Mr. Grube stated that it is their intent after a consensus is reached to have SRF, the County, the different cities involved, and Metro Transit to be engaged in designing preliminary concepts in 2002 to begin design build in 2003/2004.  Tom Johnson stated that they expect to have a brochure ready that will set out the vision for the Corridor and prepare the CAC members to discuss the project with the public.  They will not get too detailed yet; everything is still conceptual.  There will be approximately $2 billion worth of requests for the bonding bill money and the projects that will get the money will be the ones that can show a good vision and strong public support.  

Mr. Sutter stated that he is concerned that there be some details in place for the public meetings to show the community because they will want to know what this will look like and where the stations are going to be; some examples will need to be provided.  Tom Johnson agreed with Mr. Sutter and stated that they do intend to show as much as they can regarding typical cross-sections and different options.  They will have graphics of the concept so the public will be able to visualize what this area could be.  Mr. Abbey stated that Osseo needs to know that they can redevelop the one mile stretch of their main street that connects with County Road 81 so that the alignments match up, etc.  They will need different alternatives to look at.  Mr. Prater stated that the busway is a touchy subject for businesses in North Minneapolis along County Road 81 because it is not to their advantage currently.  They will need to see something showing them this could be beneficial to them.

Confirm January Public Meeting/Open House Schedule

Tom Johnson stated that at the next meeting they will discuss the proposed content of the public meetings, who will be facilitating, the displays they will have, handouts that will be distributed, etc.  He asked who would be at which meetings to try and get of an idea of what members could be hosting each of the meetings.  He stated that they want CAC members to play a significant role at the meetings.  Mr. Selman stated that as far as the content goes visuals are great in order to help people conceptualize and the need to present it that way.  Tom Johnson stated that they will have as many visuals as they can and will also be showing videos.

Other

Todd Paulson stated that another $1.25 million has been allocated to the Northwest Corridor from the Met Council.  He stated that in the February meeting they will discuss how to go about lobbying the legislature for support.  He is very positive about their standing at the legislature right now and everything is looking very good for the Met Council to get this busway implemented.  

Next Meeting

For the next meeting the Committee will be in the Community Room instead of the Council Chambers.  They will discuss the layout of the next few meetings.  Chair Lampi stated that they are working on recruiting members from Dayton, Rogers and Hassan Township to join the Community Advisory Committee as well as the Technical Advisory Committee so those areas have representation throughout this project.  

The next Committee meeting will be on Thursday, January 3 at Crystal City Hall in the Community Room (down stairs) from 7:00 to 9:00 p.m.

